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First Lient. William H. Cushing, of New York, to be a captain
in the Revenue-Cutter Service of the United States, to succeed
Louis N. Stodder, retired.

PROMOTIONS IN THE ARMY.
. Infantry Arm.

Capt. James B. Goe, Thirteenth Infantry, to be major, April 15,
1902, vice Huston, Nineteenth Infantry, promoted.

Ca%& Hunter Liggett, Fifth Infantry, to be major, May 5, 1902,
vice Wittich, Twenty-first Infantry, gzomoted.

First Lieut. Henry M. Dichmann, Seventh Infantry, to be cap-
tain (subject to examination required bylaw), April 15, 1902, vice
Goe, Thirteenth Infantry. promoted.

First Lieut. Halstead Dorey, Fourth Infantry, to be captain,
May 5, 1902, vice Liggett, Fifth Infantry, promoted.

APPOINTMENT IN THE ARMY,
Infantry Arm.

Post Q. M. Sergt. Staley A. Campbell, United States Army, to
be second lieutenant, Feb. 2, 1901, to fill an original vacancy.

DISTRICT JUDGE.

Clarence Hale. of Portland, Me., to be United States district
judge for the district of Maine, vice Nathan Webb, resigned, to
take effect July 1, 1902.

CONFIRMATIONS.

Executive nominations confirmed by the Senate May 13, 1902,
PROMOTIONS IN THE MARINE-HOSPITAL SERVICE.

Asst. Surg. Hill Hastings, of Kentucky, to be a passed assistant
surgeon in the Marine-Hospital Service of the United States, to
rank as such from March 29, 1902.

Asst. Surg. Claude H. Lavinder, of Virginia, to be a passed
assistant surgeon in the Marine-Hospital Service of the United
States, to rank as such from March 27, 1902,

Asst. Surg. Taliaferro Clark, of Virginia, to be a passed as-
sistant surgeon in the Marine-Hospi Service of the Unite
States, to rank as such from March 27, 1902.

UNITED STATES ATTORNEY.

William E. Bundy, of Ohio, to be United States attorney for
the southern district of Ohio.

REGISTER OF THE LAND OFFICE.

Loronzo R. Thomas, of Idaho, to be register of the land office
at Blackfoot, Idaho.

RECEIVER OF PUBLIC MONEYS.

George A. Robethan, of Pocatello, Idaho, to be receiver of
public moneys at Blackfoot, Idaho.

INDIAN AGENT.

Caleb B. Jackson, of South Dakota, to be agent for the Indians
of the Sisseton Agency in South Dakota.

TERRITORIAL ASSOCIATE JUSTICES.

J. L. Pancoast, of Oklahoma, to be associate justice of the su-
preme court of the Territory of Oklahoma.
Frank E. Gillette, of Oklahoma, to be associate justice of the
gupreme court of the Territory of Oklahoma.
ames K. Beauchamp, of Oklahoma, to be associate justice of
the supreme court of the Territory of Oklahoma.

POSTMASTERS,

William D. Ingram, to be postmaster at Lincoln, in the county
of Placer and State of California.

George J. McCabe, to be postmaster at Bisbee, in the county of
Cochise and Territory of Arizona.

W. J. Hill, to be postmaster at Salinas, in the county of Mon-
terey and State of California.

Shelley Inch, to be postmaster at Placerville, in the county of
Eldorado and State of California.

Charles G. Chamberlain, to be postmaster at Pacific Grove, in
the county of Monterey and State of California.

Henry Osterheld, to bz postmaster at Yonkers, in the county of
‘Westchester and State of New York.

Arthur J. Hudson. to be postmaster at Clifton, in the county of
Graham and Territory of Arizona.

Dick M. Kirby, to be postmaster at Palatka, in the county of
Putnam and State of Florida.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
TUESDAY, May 13, 1902.

The House met at 12 o’clock m.
Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. HENrY N. CoupEx, D. D.
ThedJonrna.] of the proceedings of yesterday was read and ap-
proved. -
OMNIBUS CLAIMS BILL.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I desire to present a conference

report.

%{l’le SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania calls up
a conference report, which the Clerk will read.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I desire to inguire if this
i}f ﬂz_al.gconference report on what is known as the omnibus claims

Mr. MAHON. The omnibus bill.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I desire to raise.a point of
order against the conference report at the proper time.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will read the report.

Mr. MAHON. Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that the
statement be read instead of the report. The statement explains
everything.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania asks unan-
imous consent that the reading of the report be omitted, and that

the statement only be read. there objection?
Mr, UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I desirethat the statement
and report be read.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Alabama objects. The
Clerk will read both the report and the statement.
The report of the committee of conference was read, as follows:

The committee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
on the amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 8587) for the allowance of
certain claims for stores and supplies reported by the Court of Claims under
the gl(‘:]\"lﬁonﬂ of the act approved March 8, 18583, and commonly known as
the Bowman Act, and for other purposes, having met, after full and free
conference have agreed to recommend and do recommend to their respective
Houses as follows:

That the House recede from its disagreement to the amendment of the
Senate numbered 2, and agree to the same,

That the House recede from its disagresment to the amendment of the
Senate numbered 1, and agree to the same with amendments as follows:

On page 8 of said Senate amendment, between lines numbered 15 and 16,
insert the foliowiu%:

“To Charles M. Flower, Frank 8. Flower, William Flower, and D. Spri
Flower, children of Charles H. Flower, deceased, of Rapides Parish, 323.%'?.‘&

Om page 10 of said SBenate amendment, between lines numbered 18 and 19,
insert the followil%:

“To Henry R. Walton, administrator of John Walton, deceased, of Anne
Arundel County, $5,083. 3

“To William 8. Tildon, of Harford Count{, $380.*

On page 14 of said Senate amendment, between lines numbered 23 and 24,
insert the following:

“To John W. Hancock, of Iron County, $1,160.”

On page 24 of said Senate amendment, between lines numbered 17 and 18,

insert the following:

*“To William B. Horner, late of Shelby County, gm

“To W. H. Robertson, administrator of Emma Robertson, deceased (for-
merly Emma M. Mayo); H. P. Hobson, administrator of Lucy Mayo, de
acx;d gmt s‘13:1_.;&3':19.-:; Enmpm, heirs of ¥. W. Mayo, ,» of Fayette

unty, $874."

On page 25 of said Senate amendment, between lines numbered 9 and 10,
insert the fol!owin%mh

*“To Mary E. O. ] jell, late of Norfolk County, £10."

On pa; of said SBenate amendment, in line numbered 22, strike out the
words * James C. Hays, administrator de bonis non," and insert in lieu thereof

the words * Titus C. ond, administrator with the will annexed.”
2, strike out the

On mg 76 of said Senate amendment, in line numbered
:oﬁds 1 z annah E. Boardman" and insert in lien thereof the words * Fannie
. Nagle."

On pa.g: 78 of said Senate amendment, in lines numbered 6 and 7, strike out
the words “ forty-four thousand and fifteen dollars and eighty-four cents™
and insert in lien thereof the words *forty thousand three hundred and
twenty-one dollars and three cents.”

e 79 of said Senate amendment, in line numbered 18, strike out the
words **J. Simonson " and insert in lieu thereof the words ** the legal repre-
sentatives of J. Simonson, deceased.”

On page 79 of said Senate amendment, in lines numbered 21, 22, and 23,
strike out the words *‘to the contractors or their nal representativ

18,543, and insert in lieu thereof the words ‘‘to the surviving partner of

e constructors, $87,615.67."

On page 86 of said SBenate amendment strike out lines numbered 6,7,8,9,10,
11, 12, 13, and 14 and insert in lieu thereof the following:

“That the claim of the State of Nevada for costs, char, and expenses
incurred by the Territory of Nevada for enrolling, subsisting, clothing, sup-
plg_mg. arming, equipping, paying, and transporting its troops employed in
aiding to suppress the insurrection against the United States, war o¥ 1861-
leﬁ,iunder the act of Con, of July 27, 1861 (12 Stats., p. 276),and joint res-
olution of March 8, 1862 (12 Stats., 615), as interpreted and applied by the Su-

1e Court of the United States inthe caseof the State of New Ycrri against

he United States, decided Janunary 6, 1895 (160 U. 8. Reports, p. 508), not here-
tofora allowed or disallowed hstha accounting officers of the Treasury, shall
be examined, allowed, and paid out of any money in the not other-

O Dacs BY of M St AsmaAiasenit SEHN bl Hike nursbared

n page 87 o nate amendment s e ou numbered 8, 9,10, 1
12, 18, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, and 19. )

On e 88 of said Senate amendment, in line numbered 8, strike out the
word * thirty " and insert in lieu thereof the word ** twenty-five.”

On P%ge of =aid Senate amendment, in line numbe: 15, strike out the
word * thirty ” and insert in lieu thereof the word * twanty-ﬂva)‘

OW of said SBenate amendment strike out lines numbered 21, 22, 23,
24, aT : and i'ﬁ“ﬁ‘ei“ lien tl;ereg the fouc%wsiznﬁ& "

“To James M. ur, jr., the sum o , for services as assistant
commissioner to the Entgrnational Exposition at Barcelona, Spain.”
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On page 92 of said SBenate amendment, in line numbered 11, strike out ** M.
ghl']e rees, of Indianapolis, Ind.," and insert in lien thereof *‘the State of

On page 92 of said Benate amendment, in lines numbered 22, 23, and 24
strike out the words * eight thousand three hundred and five dollars and
thirty-eight cents, that hem{z,“ and insert in lieu thereof the words “five
thousand dollars, that being in lieu of.”

On gl.gc 101 of said Senate amendment strike ont lines numbered 19, 20,21,
22, 23, 24, and 25, and on page 102 of said Senate amendment strike out lines
numbered 1, 2, and 8.

And the Senate agree to the same.

OMNIBUS CLAIMS BILL, 1802,

Amount of bill as passed by the House. _.._... Saistieeden JFEIBI06: B
Net increase by the Senate ..... cmmannaes 2, 029, 252.00

Amount of bill passed by the Senate . .. ... ocoeeeooeaoas 8,142, 857.60

Of the increase made by the Senate of §2,920,252.00, the House has agreed
to §2,451,746.60, and the Benate has receded from §477,505.49, makjngﬁthe total
of the bill, direct appropriation, as agreed to in conference, $2,664,852.11.

THAD. M. MAHON
HENRY R. GIBSON,
Managers on the part of the House.

WAL E. MASON,
Managers on the part of the Senate.

The Clerk proceeded to read the statement, as follows:

Statementto accompany conference report on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses on the amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R, 8587) for the
allowance of certain claims—

Mr. ONDERWOOD. Mr.S er, I desire to know if it is not
proper to make the point of order against the report before the
statement is read?

The SPEAKER. The gentleman can reserve his point of

order.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Then I reserve the point of order.

The SPEAKER. Is the point of order against the report or
against the statement?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The point of order is inst the rf?ort.

The SPEAKER. It will have to be made at this time. the
point is well taken, the statement willnot be read.

AMr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, the point of order I have
to make against this report of the conferees is that the conferees
have proposed amendments that had not been committed to them
by eifgrer House. and not germane to the subject of difference be-
tween the two Houses.

Now, the facts in reference to the point of order, Mr. Speaker,
are these: This bill originally passed the House carrying a num-
ber of claims known as the Bowman Act claims. It went to the
Senate, and the Senate struck out the entire House bill after the
enacting clause and added two amendments. The second amend-
ment is immaterial, because it only relates to the title of the bill.
So that, as the bill stands before the House, it practically stands
as one Senate amendment. In that amendment pro; by the
Senate it reinserted the Bowman Act claims as passed by the
House, and then, in addition to those claims, a number of other
claims, a number of claims providing for the payment of the
Selfridge Board findings, a number of claims in reference to the
payment of State debts, and a number of private claims.

e House, after considering the bill with the Senate amend-
ments in Committee of the Whole House on the state of the
Union, added one amendment to the Senate amendment, and then
swhen the bill came back from the Committee of the Whole into
the House the House nonconcurred in all the Senate amend-
ments and sent the bill to conference. After the bill reached the
conference there were a number of changes made in the bill,
many of them germane to the subject-matter of the differences
between the two Houses, but in a comparison of the two bills—
that is, the original House bill as it pmmmo?lause and the bill
known as the Senate amendment as it passed the Senate—I find
that the conferees have inserted certain items of appropriation
that are neither in the bill as it passed the House nor in the Sen-
ate amendment.

In other words, it was not in either document that was sent by
either House or Senate to the conferees. But before stating these
claims I will say that the conferees have stated in their report
what these changes are, but have not stated that they were in
neither bill. Therefore I call the attention of the Chair to the
fact. One item neither in the House nor Senate bill, as stated in
the conference report on page 8 of the Senate amendment, be-
tween lines 15 and 16, is the following:

To Charles M, Flower, Frank 8. Flower, William Flower, and D. 8 rgr
Flower, children of Charles H. Flower, deceased, of Rapides Parish, 3%, 2

Again they insert the claim:

To Henry BR. Walton, administrator of John Walton, deceased, of Anne
Arundel County, $5,083,

Then they insert:

To John W. Hancock, of Iron County, §1,160.

I will state that that claim was inserted by the Committee of

the Whole in the House. The other claims were not.
also find the claim:

To William B. Horner, late of Bhelby County, §1,250,

That was not considered by either body; and - :

To Mary E. 0. Dashigll, late of Norfolk County, £10.

8o I do not think there is any dispute between us, and I would
like the gentleman to correct me if the statement I have made is
not correct. I'have carefully compared the two bills, and find
now?here in the original bill any of these items. Isnot that.cor-
rect

Mr. MAHON. The Flower claim and the Walton claim are in
the ori%i{_{ﬂ bill as it passed the House.

Mr. DERWOOD. That is correct.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will have to speak louder so
that the Chair can hear what he says.

Mr. MAHON. The Flower claim and the Walton claim were
in the bill as it passed the House, and were stricken out by the
Senate. I will explain that.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Thereisno question between us in refer-
ence to the fact that there are claims inserted in this bill neither
in the House bill as it passed the House nor in the Senate amend-
ment as it passed the Senate, and have been put into the bill by
the conferees.

Now, the point that I make is that the only questionsthat were
legitimately before the conferees on this bill were matters that
were in dispute between the House and the Senate; that the con-
ferees had no control of and no right to insert matter that was in
neither report. Now, I f1)1.-011045,9, Mr. Speaker, to call the Chair's
attention to a ruling of Speaker Carlisle that was made in the
Forty-eighth Congress.

The House passed a bill to make ap;Empriations for river and
harbor improvements. That bill went to the Senate, and after
reaching the Senate all the text of that bill was stricken ont ex-
cept the enacting clanse. The Senate then inserted various items
of appropriation for river and harbor improvements. The bill
came back to the Hounse, was nonconcurred in, and a conference
was ordered. The conferees in that instance changed some of
the text of the bill. I have been unable to find the original hill
and amendments. I therefore can not tell from this decision of
Speaker Carlisle whether or not the changes made by the con-
ferees was as to new matter or whether it was not as to new mat-
ter .and what was germane to the text of the bill. I call the
Speaker's attention to this question first before giving the deci-
sions that I rely on to sustain the point of order, because it may
seem that the decision of gﬁfaker Carlisle might be inst the
prg:gwaition that I assert. . Carlisle in announcing lllif;ldecisim
ST

The House passed a bill to provide for the improvement of ri .

bors and making an appm'pr?sﬁon for that purpose. That bil‘{eg'smnuagnl?tl;

the Senate, where it was amended by striking out all after the enactin
Houso it

Then I

clause and inserting a different proposition in some 18,

tion having the same obfectin ew. When that camk t};u t.gg

was treated, and properly so, as one single amendment and not as a series of
amendments, as was contended for by some gentlemen on the floor at the time.

It was nonconcurred in by the House and a conference was appointed upon
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses. That conference committee mﬁ
met, reports back the-Benate amendment as a single amendment with varﬁ
ous amendments, and recommends that it be concurred in with the other
amondments which the committee has incorporated in its report. The ques-
tion, therefore, is not whether the provisions to which the gentleman from
Illinois alludes are germane to the original bill aa it passed the House but
whether theyare germane to the Senate nmendment which the House had
under consideration and which was referred to the committee of conference.
If germane to that amendment, the point of order can not be sustained on
the ground claimed by the gentleman from Illinois. The Chair thinks they
are germans to the SBenate amendment, for though different from the pro-
visions contained in the Senate amendment they relate to the same subject;
and therefore the Chair overrules the point of order.

Now, Mr. Carlisle there determines that these amendments re-
lated to the same subject. I do not take it that he meant in ren-
dering that decision that they related to the general scope of the
bill, a bill for river and harbor improvement, but that they re-
lated to the particular items or subjects in which the amendment
was made. For instance, an appropriation for the Tennesse
River miiht be amended and be germane, but a new appropria-
tion for the Tennessee River,not in the Senate amendment, would
not have been germane and would not have properly been before
the conferees. If Mr. Carlisle decided the question on the other
point, that the conferees in a general bill of this class, a bill re-
lating torivers and harbors, was ogn to any amendment that the
conferees saw fit to insert in the bill, then I say it wounld bea very

ous decision, Mr. S , and one that the Chair and the
House should not follow. That is the only decision that I can
find anywhere that would relate to amendments of this kind be-
ing inserted in the bill.

But we have a more recent ruling, a stronger ruling on this
gr ition, and one that, it seems to me, clearly in point, made

y Mr. Blaine when Speaker of this House. I will read to the
Chair, It is section 1415 of Hinds's Parliamentary Precedents:

On April 19,1871, Mr. Henry L. Dawes, of Massachusetts, from the com-

mittee of conference on the disagreeing votes of the two Honses on the
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amendments of the Senate to the bill of the House No. 19 (deficiency appro-
priations), submitted a report thereon in writing.

Mr. William 8. Holman, of Indiana, made the point of order that the re-
E;‘t ﬁafruined m.{n&:ebgr ti'.?'é :h subject o{. diiIaran‘c:d ‘:iretﬁleen tht;g:wt:: Houses.

. Holman spec ere WEere incorpora’ n 2 TePo!l O Propo-
gitions which were new—a provision making appropriations for the Butro
Tunnel and another for the Agricultural Department. These matters, he
submitted, wers not referred to the committee of conference at all. He un-
derstood that the committee of conference was not authorized to consider
matters which had been neither incorporated in Senate amendments nor
brought before the House.

The Speaker said: ) ,

The rule is as broad as the gentloman from Indiana states it, with this
reservation—new propositions may be introduced, but there must be some-
thing in the bill 'R;m make them germane as amendments. The power of
a conference committee which, as §nnt.leman well know, the two Houses
have been in the habit of considerab. y enlarging fairly includes the power
to hncox-lgomte ne amendments. If the gentleman from Indiana makes
the point that the amendments he es are not germane, the Chair will
examine the question, but the mere fact that the propositions embrace mat-
ters which were not originally before the House or Senate would not be
sufficient to require them to be ruled out.

After further debate, duﬂn{uﬁhmh it was shown that the Sutro-tunmnel
appropriation was not in the bill when it went to conference, but, as Mr.
I‘Elwm stated, was put in to reconcile the Senate conferees to the striking
out of an appropriation for the Carson mint, the Speaker said:

The point of order lies against the conference report, but during the ex-
perience of Chair on this floor he has never known a conference Tt
ruled out on & point of order. The m‘gort of a conference committee isal-
ways received as em g the conclusions of both Houses, or the repre-
sentatives of both branches of Congress. The Chair will therefore submit
the t of order to the House. i
o point of order, being put to the House, was sustained by a vote of &2
ayes to 33 noes,

Now, there is another decision by Speaker Reed which I desire
to read, which will be found in paragraph 1417 of Hinds's Parlia-
mentary Precedents:

On June 20,1898, Mr. JosEPH W. BABCOCK, of Wisconsin, submitted a con-
ference report on the bill (H. R. 6148) to amend the charter of the Eckington
and Soldiers’ Home Railway Company and the Maryland and Washington

Railway, etc.

Mr. ‘aVer..u[ P. HerBsuRYN, of Iowa, made the point of order that the
committee of conf had inserted matter over which it no jurisdic-
tion. A Senate amendment had promd to extend to other roadsa privi-
m enjoyed by one. The conferees added an amendment s out

eﬁxbt;nts]}on of privilege to others and also taking away the privilege en-
® one,
ioi)nrlng mol;.! debntfh:t. w_aba u{ﬁfedthon the one side that th;t%ﬁffhrz“ had
Jjurisdiction on su e disagreeing votes, an repeal
of this privilagvaywns_not in mt. On the other hand, it was argued
that the Senate had introduced the subject-matter by their amendment,and
that it was for the conferees to amend it.

The S er (Mr. Reed), sustaining the point of order, said:

“Tf we were to adopt the idea that when once the subject-matter was in-
troduced, that was to control, and not the difference between the two bodies,

-]
e e R
the point of order is well taken, and therefore the Chair sustains it.”
Now, Mr. Speaker, whatever may be said of Mr. Carlisle’s
former ruling in reference to a river and harbor bill—and I do
not think that ruling would sustain the insertion of these items
in the bill—clearly Mr. Reed’s decision, that the only point that
ghould be held in order is the question of differences en the
two Houses, is sustained by the logic and reason of the situation.
‘We can find parliamentary decisions on almost every point and
looking in every direction; but in order to come fo a clear and
fair conception of the rule and to render a decision that will
fairly guard the interests of the House in this matter, we must
consider it from the standpoint of what is intended by the House,
~ We adopt rules in the House, Mr. Speaker, not to limit the
membership of the House in the transaction of public business,
but in order to gnide and gnard the legislation that comes before
Congress. Werequire that all bills and all other matters brought
before Congress shall first be carried to a committee and consid-
ered there, in order that they may be carefully digested before
being brought up in the House. That is the object of having a
rule that a point of order can be made against an amendment
that is not germane to a matter already considered by the com-
mittee. For the same reason the House adopted this rule in
reference to conferees. The purpose and object of appointing a
conference committee is not that it may report legislation.
There is but one object intended by tire House and by the rules
in appointing a conference committee, and that is to effect a com-
promise by which the two Houses may unite in a conclusion
which might not be otherwise attained. And when you broaden
that rule, when you go outside of that rule, when you extend the
powers of the conferees beyond that one proposition, Mr. Speaker,
you carry the House into an unknown sea of legislation where
we can not be protected in the days at the close of the session
when legislation is *“ rushed,” and when we must rely absolutely
on the reports of conference committees. The only thing that
can safe, the Houseis to hold strictly to the rule as Mr. Reid
laid it down in the Fifty-fifth Congress—that the conferees must
be held to the differences that existed between the two Houses,
and not be allowed to enter upon new legislation.

Now, there is no dJa';]}Fto in this case. The gentleman from
Pennsylvania and myself are agreed on the facts. The conferees

have taken this bill into conference and inserted matter that was |

unknown either in the Claims Committee of the House or the

Claims Committee of the Senate—matter re by neither
body and which was never considered by the Senate and House
of Representatives.

That being the case, I think the Chair should sustain the point
of order, should reject this conference report, and hold the con-
ferees strictly to the points of difference between the two Houses.
1t may be argued that this is an omnibus claims bill, and that
therefore the conferees can insert new matter. But if the House
%oes to the point of holding that when you bring in an omnibus

ill for the erection of public buildings or for river and harbor
improvements or for claims, anything which is germane to the
general subject-matter—in a claims bill anything relating to the
ﬁgyment of claims against the Government, or in ariver and har-

r bill anything relating to the improvement of rivers and
harbors, or in an omnibus public-building bill anything that is
germane to that general subject—then the House and the com-
mittees of the House absolu f’lose control of the subject-matter.
You make the conferees the legislating committee with all the
power of the conference report behind them, giving them special
privileges and precedence over everything in the House to put
throngh legislation, and with the temptation to members who
have claims already in the bill—

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman from Alabama suspend
amoment? The Chair is not clear as to what items the gentle-
man from Alabama and the gentleman from Pemmsylvania are
agreed upon as being new items. The Chair did not understand
the gentleman from Pennsylvania as referring to the same items
which are referred to by the gentleman from Alabama. Arethe
items numbered in the bill? 5

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The items are not numbered in the bill;
they are ified in the conference report.

e SP . Can the gentleman give the number of the
items in the conference report?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. ey are not numbered; I shall have to
read them by name.

Mr. PAYNE. Has the conference report been printed in the
RECORD?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. It is in the Recorp of the Senate pro-
ceedings of May 5.

Mr. PA

. pa

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Page 5381, -

The first item to which I refer the Chair is—

To John W. Hancock, of Iron Connty, §1,160.

This was inserted in the Committee of the Whole when the bill
was in the House, but was not put in by the House. The House
rejected the entire Senate amendment and nonconcurred in the
whole matter, and therefore, although that claim was considered
in Committee of the Whole, it was never in difference or dispute
between the two Houses.

I refer also to this item:

To William B. Horner, late of Shelby County, §1,250.

There is no dispute whatever between the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania and myself as to whether this was in or out. He admits
it was never in either bill. Alsoto Mary E. O. Dashiell, late of Nor-
folz: po?t%ﬁslBi% S«:im.at‘1 of t.hgo othelr) itemalthat I E.il{(;u ht were
not in the e-gentleman from Pennsylvania % ON
claims were in the ngJl. ]

The SPEAKER. Then the Chair understands there are two
items, that of John W. Hancock, of Iron County, $1,160, and
that of William B. Horner, late of Shelby County, $1,250.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I thought the other items were not in
either bill, but the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. MAHON]
correctsmeonthat. We both agree onthesetwoitemsand thatthe
point of order would affect one just as much as the other, so there
1s no use of discussing the question as to whether the other items
are in or out. Now, as I said, the only good reason in the world
that we conld give to hold that these items are germane—it is not
a dispute that they were a difference between the two Houses—
would be to hold they are germane to the whole subject-matter
of the bill. There is no other item in the bill o which they re-
late. They did not relateinany way, then, to any other particular
item in this bill. The only way that they could be held germane
and therefore a subject of conference would be to hold they are
germane, because the title of this bill is a general claims bill, and
you would therefore be entitled to putin any claims on earth
against the Government of the United States.

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Suppose the House and Senate
ads this regort, after full consideration of both Houses, what
fundamental objection is there to that operation? Is not that
and wonld that not be legal legislation?

_Mr. UNDERWOOD. No: I do not think it is proper legisla-
tion for the House and the Senate to put matters in in conference
that have not been considered by both Houses.

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Suppose the House and Senate

each considered the new items after the conferees had put them
in the bill?
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7 Mr. UNDERWOOD. Oh, but that is not the proposition be-
ore us.

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. That is just what we are doing
now, as I understand it.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Neither the House nor the Senate has
considered the proposition.

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. We will do that in the House now
if given a chance. We can now see whether they are good or
bafd claims. Certainly the regular practice is better, indeed the
safer way.

Mr. ROBB. Mr. Sli?a.ker, I wish to state to the gentleman
from Alabama [Mr. Uxperwoop], in regard to the Hancock
claim, that it a%peared frcm the showing here before the Com-
mittee of the Whole House that that was a claim that was before
the Comiittee on War Claims and was overlooked and was in-
serted here by a unanimous vote of the House when that bill was
pending before the Committee of the Whole House.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will say tothe gentleman I have stated
that fact to the Chair.

Mr. ROBB. That certainly amounts to an instruction to the
committee on conference.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I am not making a point against this
particular claim. I do not know but the claim may be a very
just one. It is the report that I am making the point of order
against. If those claims were legitimately before the House,I
would probably vote for both of them. I would not say they are
good or bad, but the point that I am making is that they are not
properly a subject of conference, and the conferees have exceeded
their powers in making this report—that therefore no report has
been made to this House.

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, there is no trouble about this
matter. The conferees acted entirely within their scope.
lation to this point of order, the conferees of the.House and of
the Senate examined the parliamentary law on this subject very
carefully,and there is no disposition to put anything into this bill
simply because it is a claims bill. The bill was sent from the
House to the Senate, and the Senate struck out all after the enact-
ing clause and inserted one amendment, which amendment was
in paragraphs. The first 20 pages of that amendment relate en-
tirely to the Bowman Act cases—cases that have been sent from
this House to the Court of Claims and have been returned to
the Speaker and the President of the Senate.

Now, Mr. Speaker, they are claims here on the Calendar
of this House. One was for William B. Horner, of $1,250. He
is an old soldier, a man who is now up in the eighties, as I am
told. He has fought his claim through the Court of Claims, and
has been at it for ten years, and finally got a verdict of $1,100.
The other one returned was the Hancock claim, That is a Bow-
man Act claim of the same class as was in the Senate amendment
for some $1,100. Now, Iam told that he is a very old man. The
other is for an old lady. Now, these are the only three matters.
There is nothing in this conference report except what was in
the House bill as it went to the Senate and in the Senate amend-
ment as it came back to the House.

The SPEAKER. To which bill does the gentleman refer?

Mr. MAHON. To the Hancockand Horner claims.

The SPEAKER. Which was the one that was in the House

bill?

Mr, MAHON. Charles Flower in the House bill, and Henry
‘Walton.

The SPEAKER. Was the Hancock bill in the House bill?

Mr. MAHON. No, sir,

The SPEAKER. Was the Horner bill in the House bill?

Mr. MAHON. No, sir. |

The SPEAKER. Was the Dashiell bill in the House bill?

Mr. MAHON. No. sir.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will proceed.

Mr. GROSVENOR. Were they put in in the Senate?

Mr. MAHON. No. 1

Now, Mr. Speaker, we consulted about this, and out of sym-
pathy for these old people, their claims having come in, and
there being only three of them, if they had been younger people
probably the conferees would not have put them in. They were
added to that part of the amendment that related to the Bow-
man Act claims from the Court of Claims, and were on that sub-
ject alone. Now let me read you a decision of this House:

Although the Senate had amended a bill of the House by striking out all
after the enacting clause and inserting a different proposition in some re-

ts, yet having the same object in view, the question presented was not

whether the provisions excepted to in the conference report were germane
to the original House bill, but whether they were germane to the Senate
amendments. In the opinion of the Chalr, eeg were clearly germane; for
though different from the provisions contained in such amendment, they re-
Intedgdirectly to the same subjects—

Just as these are Bowman Act cases—

and nunder the common g\z’lmmntar law and practice might be made, by
way of amendment, a substantially different proposition from that originally
passed by the House,

In re--

You will find that in the RECORD of the Forty-ninth Congress,
page 7932, So I might quote decision after decision. Now, the
conferees had under consideration that part of the amendment in
relation to the Bowman Act claims. WI;ustruck some out that we .
thonght perhaps ought not to be in, and we inserted these three,
exactly on the same subject, in the same part of the amendment,
relating to the Bowman Act cases. There is no question but
what they are germane to that amendment.

Now, the gentleman talks about appropriating for Tennessee in
the river and harbor bill. Of course you could not amend that
amendment by putting one in for another State. They are dif-
ferent subjects; but here is the paragraph in this bill relating to
the Bowman Act cases, and the conferees after long consideration
put them in, not to take any advantage of the House, They were
perfectly fair about it, and they put them in simply because they
were germane to that amendment, being the same subject-mat-
ter, although not in the original bill as it left the House, or in
the Senate amendment. I do not think there is any use taking
up time. I thought it was understood, or they would not have
gone in. 'We weresatisfied they were germane to the paragraph
of the bill. All of the decisions are on that line, that where they
are not in the House bill and where they are not in the Senate
amendment, yet if they are germane and on the same subject
under consideration, it has been held that you could put themin,
and the Speakers of the House have so decided.

_ I will not quote the other decisions. Thzy are all in the same

line.

Mr. GIBSON. Mr. Speaker, I should like to submit to the con-
sideration of the Chair a precedent that seems to me to be on all
fours with the case now before the House. It is found in the
Con sional Globe of the Thirty-eighth Congress, on page 1402,
and is digested in Hinds's Mannal of Parliamentary Precedents,
on page 745, section 1420. In that case the House passed the bill.
It went to the Senate. The Senate struck out all after the enact-
ing clause and put in a bill of its own. If came back to the House
and was nonconcurred in. Conferees were appointed, and the
conferees agreed upon an entirely new bill, containing matter that
was not at all contained in the original bill. On it coming again
before the House on the report of the conferees, the question of
order was raised by Mr. Holman, of Indiana, that the report did
not come within the scope of the conference committee, that the
conference committee had substituted an entirely new bill, and
that so 10 do was entirely without their jurisdiction. Speaker
Colfax on the gquestion of order ruled as follows:

The Chair understands that the SBenate adopted a substitute for the House
bill. If the two Houses had agreed upon any particular langunage or any

t of a section, the committee of conference could not change that; but

he Senate having stricken out the bill of the House and inserted another
one—

‘Which is exactly our case—

the committee of conference have the z}ght to strike ont that and report a
substitute in its stead. Two separate bills having been referred to the com-
mittee, they can take either one of them or a new bill entirely or a bill em-
bracin rt of either. They have a right to report any bill that is germane
to the referred to them.

An appeal was then taken from this decision and it was sus-
tained—yeas 80, nays 35.

I submit to the Chair that that precedent is absolutely con-
clusive of the Kr%lestion now before the Chair.

The SPEAKER. The Chair is ready to rule on the question,
and is impressed with the importance of it. There are but few
countries, as the Chair now recalls, that have conference com-
mittees in their national legislative bodies, certainly none that
have perfected them as we have in the United States. It is one
of ‘the vital instrumentalities in bringing the two Houses together
and securing joint legislation. But there must be no ubuse of
that power. It will not do to allow matters not in contemplation
by the two Houses, that are foreign to the questions being con-
sidered, to be inserted by the conference committee.

The decisions here are conflicting. The one just referred to by
the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr. G1Bs0ON], in reference to the
Freedmen’s Burean, is *‘ the widest open,’’ so to speak, of the de-
cisions; and yet in that case the new bill treated of the subject-
matter of the original propositions, which was how to handle the
interests of the freedmen, and one can readily see that the Chair
milg;ht allow that to come in without being a violation of the
rule,

Now, what are the facts in this particular case? We have in-
corporated here, according to the statement of the gentleman
from Pennsylvania, in charge of the bill, three entirely new
items, not known to the action of the House, not considered in
the action of the Senate. Omne is the Hancock item, which we
find was known as Senate bill 52, and in the House as House bill
11208; another is the Horner item, known as H. R. 12590, and the
other the Dashiaell item, known as H. R. 13223, entirely sep-
arate and distinet bills, presenting different rights and differ-
ent questions for the consideration of the Congress. Now, the
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gentleman from Pennsylvania, in his ingenious argunment, seeks
to avoid the force of the objection made by the gentleman from
Alabama because they were claims. But there are different
claims. The House might be well pleased fo insert and allow
one claim and wholly opposed to another claim, and for the con-
ference committee to step into outside matters, not before it by
the action of the two Houses, and bring in a new claim that had
never been considered by either House on the ground of its being
germane, it seems to the Chair would open a very dangerous
pathway to nnwise legislation.

Now, while the Chair believes that the conference committee
isa t instrumentality to bring the two Houses together, still
the ir would be very loath to open the door to allow any con-
ference committee to usurp the prerogatives of either House; and
while he has examined with care the several decisions, the weight
of authority is in the line of his own feelings on this question;
and even when submitted to a vote of the House, as was done in
one case, the House sustained the views of the objecting party,
Judge Holman.

The Chair is strongly of the opinion that to secure wise legisla-
tion caution should be observed in mnot allowing abuse of the
powers of the conference committee, and this view invites sus-
taining the point of order in this case. The functions of a con-
ference committee are such that they must consider a matter laid
before them by the Congress. If itinvolves an amount of money
they may increase it or cut it down; they may put limitations
upon it. The functions of a conference committee are great and
can be of infinite benefit fo the House of Representatives. The
feeling of the Chair is, then, that the door should not be opened
beyond the scope and purpose of a conference committee. That
is clear; and the Chair sustains the point of order made by the
gentleman from Alabama. Therefore that brings us to the next
thing for consideration.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker——

The SPEAKER. Let the Chair conclude.

‘Where does this leave this conference report? It has to be
treated as a whole. The point of order defeats the conference re-
port just exactly as if it were rejected by the House. That has
already been held in one case—I think by Mr. Speaker Reed—that
a point of order sustained against a conference relggrt is equiva-
lent to a rejection of the report by the House of Representatives
on a vote. And it seems to the Chair that is where this confer-
ence report now stands. y

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, with all due deference to the
Speaker, I do not feel disposed to let this matter rest with the
judgment of one man inthe House. I am well satisfied that these
matters are germane, and therefore I most respectfully appeal
from the decision of the Speaker.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. / I move tolay that appeal on the table.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania appeals
from the decision of the Chair, and the gentleman from Alabama
moves to lay the appeal on the table.

Mr. MA.H?ON. due time I will make another motion, Mr.
Speaker. I will withdraw the appeal.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania with-

draws his ar.ﬁgeal
Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker—
The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman suspend for a moment?

{After a useﬁ] The gentleman from Pennsylvania.
Mr. MX?EIO : peaker, I ask for another conference.
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania moves to

further insist and ask for a conference. The question is on the
motion of the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. S er, I want to ask the gentleman, if
I may, touching the provision of the conference report which has
been rejected, and is suplpoﬁed germane to the Senate amendment,
touching the Nevada claims, so called. I have just returned
after an absence of some ten days, and this morning for the first
time saw what was proposed. I have given it a hasty reading,
and, in my C;liudgment, in light of legislation that was had upon
the urgent deficiency bill, I am inclined to think that legislation
along the line of establishing an absolutely unfair precedent. It
is the legality of the so-called Nevada claim, and any precedent
would open the door for many hundreds of millions of dollars of
claims for the various States, for bounties, extra pay, etc., paid
by the States. .

Now, I hope it shall not be necessary when this report comes
back to antagonize the conference report. It is a guestion on
which, as one member of the House, I am not in favor of—any
legislation that would commit the United States where it is not
now committed. We have had legislation to remove the statute
of limitation, which we have done at this session of Congress,
and I ask the gentleman if it will be necessary to offer a resolu-
tion of instructions to the committee.

Mr. MAHON. Let me explain to the gentleman.

Mr. CANNON. Yes.

Mr. MAHON. Therewas only this Territory of Nevada. This
money was expended for sending troops to the fromt, just the
same as was done in Illinois, Ohio, and all the other States. Now,
New York made an effort. and succeeded in establishing the prop-
osition, that nnder the act of 1861, where the Secretary of War
authorized the borrowing of money to put troops into the field,
and they issued their bonds for the same, that the interest of
those bonds was to be an obligation against the Government.

Mr. CANNON. Certainly.

Mr. MAHON. So that Pennsylvania secured hers, and in the
last nrgent deficiency bill a section was included for the bene-
fit of the other States, and under this general section their claims
are referred to the Secretary of War, there to be adjudicated un-
der the principle laid down by the United States Supreme Court
in the case of New York against the United States.

Now, if Nevada had been a State at the time this money was
expended, she would not need this legislation; but she was af
that time a Territorﬁ. The clause that the gentleman from Illi-
nois, chairman of the Aé)propriaﬁon Committee, put in would
cover the State of Nevada exactly, but she was not, as I say, a
State. She was brought into the Union a short time after the
money had been expended and her troops put into the field.
Under the call of 1861 she issued $100,000 worth of bonds and
sent 1,180 men into the Army of the United States, exactly as did
other States, although she was then a Territory. These bonds
are still unpaid. Althongh under the law of 1861 the States were
paid the principal or face of the bond, Nevada was not paid be-
cause the act did not include Territories.

Nevada asked for a direct appropriation of $424,000. 'We did not
know what it was for, but if she borrowed that money, having
issued her bonds under the call of the Secretary of War, then she
ought to be treated the same as any other State although a Terri-
tory. As I say,if Nevada had been a State at the time she issned
the bonds she would be covered by the clause in the urgent de-
ficiency bill. This section is simply drawn to put the Territory
of Nevada on all fours with the other States of this Union. This
does not establish a precedent; it does not effect any other State.
{_}; puts Nevada on the same footing as any other State in the

nion.

Mr. LITTLEFIELD. Dothe States get payment without being
obliged to sue in the Court of Claims?

Mr. MAHON. Yes. The State of Nevada was brought into
the Union after the war; brought in for a purpose, so that we
inight have sufficient votes to adopt amendments to the Consti-

ution.

Mr. CANNON. I want to say to the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania that I have the act of 1861 and 1862, and I also have before
me the legislation of this session of Congress, which seems to me

is pretty broad:

And the claims of like character arising under the act of Con, of July
27, i'lﬁgg (12 Stat., p. 276), and joint resolution of March 8, 1862 (12 Stat., p. 615},
a8 1n’

ted and “pfrhad by the Supreme Court of the United States in the
case of State of New York v. The United States, decided January 6, 1508 (160
U. 8. Rep., p. 598), not heretofore allowed, or heretofore disallowed by the
accounting officers of the Treasury, shall bereopened, examined, and allowed,
and if deemed necessary shall be transmitted to the Court of Claims for find-
ings of fact or determination of disputed questions of law, to aid in the set-
tlement of claims by the accounting officers.

Now, then, I understand the gentleman to say that Nevada at
the time of this expenditure was a Territory. -

Mr. MAHON. Yes.
Mr. CANNON. And that therefore the acts of 1861 and 1862
did not apply to the Territory of Nevada; that the object of the

clause in the conference report which has gone out on a point of
order was to place the present State of Nevada exactly in the
same condition that New York and other States are in under the
act of 1861 and the joint resolution of 1862, and to pay that State
for expenditures made by the Territory precisely for the same
class of claims, and no other, that the other States are entitled to
payment for. I understand that to be the position of the gentfe-
man.

Mr. MAHON. Yes. Now, will the gentleman from Tllinois per-
mit me to read the amendment in full? It is as follows:

That the claim of the State of Nevada for costs, charges, and expenses
incurred by the Territory of Nevada for enrolling, subsisting, clothing, su
p}g}ng. arming, equipping, paying, and transporting its troops employed
aiding to suppress the insurrection against the United States, war of 1861-
1865, under the act of Congress of July 27, 1861 (12 Smta..&:.zfﬁﬁnnd joint res-
olution of March 8, 1862 (12 Stats., 615), as interpreted and applied by the Su-
preme Court of the United States in the case of the State of New Ym‘i against
the United States, decided January 6, 1896 (160 U. 8. Reports, p. 508), not here-
tofore allowed or disallowed by the accounting officers of the Treasury, shall
be examined, allowed, and paid out of any money in the Treasury not other-
wige appropriated.

Now, that exactly follows the clause in the urgent deficiency
bill except the coucludix;g

Mr. CANNON. No;
that is not in the report.

Mr. MAHON. I guoted it exactly from the urgent deficiency
bill except the concluding part.

part.
e gentleman has got something in there
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Mr. CANNON. The gentleman puts in something that is not
in the act, namely: The act that applied to the other States reads
and allowed, and if deemed

as follows:

hall ed, examin
'basi‘:m mmm Court of Claims for findings of fact or mmm
of d.is,m.l ted questions of law to aid in the settlement of the claims by theac-
connting officers.

Now, then, by the clause in the urgent deficiency bill which
I have just read Congress keeps the whip hand. The accounti
officers are only anthorized to adjust the accounts of {he States
in the light of the New York-decision, and they must certify to
Congress for its information. 4

Now, the gentleman leaves out the Counrt of Claims, and in ad-
dition to that the gentleman proceeds *and paid out-of money in
the Tre ot otherwise appropriated.” In other words, Con-

ess loses whip hand. 1 want to say to the gentleman that

fear,in the light of the act of 1882 that was passed touching
Nevada, Texas, , and some other States, under which there
was an adjudication and paﬁmﬂnt to Nevada,as well as to the
other States, I am fearful,in the light of that subsequent decision,
from a hasty examination, that this legislation may give, by leg-
islative construction, something to Nevada that has been denied
to the other States.

Ilinois, New York, Massachusetts, Pennsylvania, and other
States, many of them, if not all, paid from $100 to $§500 bounty.
Massachusetts gave as extra pay to all her soldiers in the war of
the rebellion almost as much as they received from the Federal
Government. Now, those bounties and that exb:agay havenever
been reimbursed by the United States. In the light of what has
passed, I am a.frmg‘ the gentleman from Pennsylvania has got
this provision broad enough to repay to the State of Nevada the
extra pay which she

Mr. %.AHOJ&'. Did your State as a State pay bounties, or were
the bounties paid bg the municipalities?

Mr. CANNON. Ithink the bounties were paid by the State;
but I am not sure about that.

Mr. MAHON. Your State paid $50 bounty.

Mr. CANNON. Now, if the Territory of Nevada was not cov-
ered by the actof1861-62,Tam Yerfectly willing that there should
be tion so covering it, although I believe that the State of
Nevada, under an adjudication which has been made, has already
been paid all that she is entitled to, unless she is entitled to some-
thing for interest.

Now, if the gentleman has the same object in view that I have,
there can be no dispute between us.

Mr. MAHON. rtainly not. f

Mr. CANNON. ButIfearthatthe provisionof thisconference

rt may do something which on fuller examination will prove

to be what the gentleman is not designing to do.
Mr. MAHON. Let me say to the gentleman that under that
amendment the State of Nevada can not get a dollar beyord what
was allowed to the State of New York by the decision which has
been referred fo. If Nevada did not make expenditures of the
kind referred to inthe decision of the Supreme Courtof the United
States, she nothing.

Mr. C ON. Under the act of 1861-62?

Mr. MAHON. Yes. There has never been a case in the his-

tory of this Government where the Government ever appealed | the ge

from the decision of an accounting officer. I do mot think the
gentleman can cite such a case,

Mr. CANNON. Oh, there have been a great many cases where
the action of the accounting officer has been absolutely repudi-
ated. 4

Mr. MAHON. I believe in every such case it was the State
that made the apﬁl_ It was with the view of protecting the
Government that this provision was framed as it is.

Mr. CANNON. I want to put the State of Nevada on all fours
with the State of New York under the legislation of 1861-62 and
under the decision of the case of New York v. The United States.
If Nevada is not on all fours with New York, I am willing and
desirous of putting her in that position; but there I want to stop.

Mr, ON. Well, we sl?aJ] have no trouble about that

matter.

Mr. CANNON. I am perfectly willing to treat the Territory
of Nevada in the same manner as if she had been a State.

My eye has just fallen upon the provision in reference to this
matter. When this conference meets again from time to time
members of the House may desire to present something for the

tleman's consideration or for the consideration of the commit-
tee: and I am perfectly willing not to embarrass him, because
from what he says—and I have always found him a man of his
word—there appears to be no difference between him and myself
as to what is desirable in this legislation.

Mr. MAHON. The only question is as {o the shape in which
the provision shall be put.

Mr. NEWLANDS. As I understand the gentleman from Illi-

ting | tion to the fact that the

nois, he is willing fo waive the statute of limitations in regard to
any claim that the State of Nevada may have.
r. CANNON. Certainly.

Mr. NEWLANDS. And he is willing also that the Territory
of Nevada (now a State) shall be put on an equality with the
various States that made these advances.

Mr. CANNON. Precisely.

Mr. NEWLANDS. Now, Iwish to call the gentleman's atten-

ge in this report exactly tallies
with the act of 1861, which provided—
That the Secretary of the Treasury be, and he is hereby, directed, out of

money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to pay to the gov-
, the cosg

mn‘r of any State, or to his duly authorized agemnts, cha and
expenses properly incurred by such State for enrolling, subsisting, clothing,
supplying, arming, equipping, paying, and t its troops employ
o ot T ruTee v aahere, 10 be Mol and el o Ty the Trops
accounting officers of the Treasury. L &
I repeat that this conference re;;grt simply follows the Jangunage
of the original act; it prescribes the same method of procedure in
the presentation of claims, it follows the same method of account-
ing, it follows the same form of apgropriation.

r. CANNON. Does my friend construe that as to Nevada
this money was payable in gold, and that in making reimburse-
ment now we mﬁl‘é have to make up for the difference between

gold and :

Mr. S. Ihave no construction in regard to that.
1 simply say that the provision embraced in the conference report
renews the act of 1861-62, and makes it operative as to the State
of Nevada (then a Territory) as it has been with reference to all
the other States.

Mr. CANNON. Will the gentleman allow me a suggestion at
this point? In point of fact, the State of Nevada on its own mo-
tion paid its own troops twice what the troopsof the State of New
York were paid by the United States. Now, the United States,
in settling with the States for claims of this kind, has paid onl
the same sums that were %s;d by the United States to other sol-
diers. The Government not paid any of the bounties that
various States paid to their troops, and it is the settled construe-
tion under the act that no such payments are due from the
United States. I take it, then, that my friend does not desire
that Nevada under this legislation sho receive the difference
between greenbacks and gold or should receive pay to the extent
of double the amount that the United States paid its own sol-
diers. If so, my friend and mg;elf do not agree about it, and I
am merely talking about it so that if we can now by this discus-
sion and comparison of notes in the House indicate the principles

upon which this matter should be settled, it would save us perhaps
inois

great trouble when the conference report comes in for adoption. -

Mr. NEWLANDS. I will state to the gentleman from i
that I am not anthorized to waive any part of the claim of the
State of Nevada. I if this becomes law it will go be-
fore the accounting officers of the Treasury and will be deter-
mined by them just as the claims of other States have been. I
be]iiveile t irlxﬁre claim to be a jggt claim, and Itgm willing to
meet the gentleman or anyone who opposes it at the proper time
05 tha Tloar OF Ehia Fouse Y Gahate; 180 1ot Khink fhis W, hovr
ever, the time to go into all the intricacies of these claims unless
ntleman wishes to force the discussion now.

Mr. CANNON. I will ask the gentleman from Pennsylvania
if he is willing to take the substance of that provision in the ur-
gent deficiency bill that applies to all the other States and make
it & to the State of Nevada?

T. iI.AH ON. The only change we would have to make wounld
be to put in what is stricken out of that section in the nrgent
deficiency bill. We followed it except that we struck that out.

If the gentleman examines the amen t, he will find that we
followed it exactly.

Mr. CANNON. He is willing to take that modification?

Mzr. MAHON. Oh, yes.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the motion of the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania to further insist on disagreements to the
amendment of the Senate and ask for a conference.

Mr. RoBB rose.

The SPEAKER. Doesthe gentleman from Pennsylvania yield

to the gentleman from Missonri?
Mr. ON. Ng; I can not yield.
The SPEAKER. e gentleman declines to yield.

The gquestion was taken; and on a division (demanded by Mr.
UxpErwoop) there were—ayes 100, noes 19.

The SPEA The motion prevails, and the Chair appoints
the following conferees on the part of the House: Messrs. MAHON,
Giesoxn, and SIMs.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I desire to ask recognition
to move instructions to the conferees.

The SPEAKER. That would be in order before the appoint-
ment of the conferees and after the conference had been ordered.
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Mr. UNDERWOOD. Well, the conference has been ordered.

The SPEAKER. If the gentleman states that he was rising to
get the attention of the Chair, the Chair will recognize him.

Mr, UNDERWOOD. I was; I desired to move instructions.

The SPEAKER. The fentle.man will send up his instructions.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. IwillasktheClerktotakeitdown. Ide-
sire tomove that the conference be instructed not to agree to what
is known as the Selfridge board findings in the Senate amendment.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the motion of the gen-

tleman.
The Clerk read as follows:

The question being taken, on a division (demanded by Mr.

N ROBERTS.® Thy yeas and nays, Mr. Speak
: e yeas and nays, Mr. er.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Alabama [Mr. UNDER-
wooDn] moves that the conferees be instructed not to agree to
what are known as the Selfridge claims on this bill, and on that
motion the yeas and nays were ordered.

The question was faken; and there were—yeas 112, nays 71, an-
swered *‘ present’’ 20, not voting 148, as follows:

YEAS-112.
e ted n -
S bied o el e ot e e e b Allen, Ky. Foster, IIL. Lewis, Pa Reid,

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. S er, I am not going to occupy Balrt]‘l?tetf‘ E?ﬁ_‘ Iﬂitﬂﬁ‘_ %ﬁfﬁ:ﬁm Als
any great of time, but I just wish a few words. Bellamy, Glenn, M](%u.umh. Richardson, Tenn.

Alr. MAHON. AMr. Speaker, I rise to a point of order. Bowersock,  Gooch, McLain, Bixey, 4

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will state his point of order. | Breazeal, Groen Pa. Maze Robinson Nebr
org{r. alfitéﬂtohN ;f makemtha int of qrdt:g that this is not in ng?{.ign glrlﬂlt'h, Martin, R“ﬁ.w' ’

er after the conferees have appointed. , Hay, Mercer, ;

The SPEAKER. That part of the statement of the Chair was | Buie 3o iy B e £ Shallanborger,
withdrawn on the statement that the gentleman was trying to | Caldwell, Hepburn, Miller, Shattue,
eipugin, oo f bbb el || G Jll B

T. ; . Speaker, ve di the merits on g ‘
and demerits of the Selfridge board findings over & week ago. It | Coonsy: e Ot St Ky
has been printed in the RECORD. I do not know that I can throw | Sromer, =~~~ Jomes,Wash.  Overstree Jn it Geatucl .
any more new light on the p: ition by going into a further CQ&’:&G ‘ Kftmcm Wm.W. Palmer B
discussion of the question, but I wish to say this, that when we | Darragh, Kleberg, Parker, Bgoigpiﬁr,
had this bill in the Committee of the Whole House on the state | DAY, La., Kluttz, it Eapatne Bes,
of the Union, considering this question of the Selfridge board | pongherty,’ Tand ek D, M,
findings, the House debated the question. It was oonsids:red and | Douglas, L ; Pugsley, Underwood,
voted on, and by a vote on the floor of this House the House re- | Discoll Lawrence, g:nﬂggl{,h bl
jected the Selfridge board findings by a majority of the House. | Ll el Roader, Williams, 31

t was virtually an instruction to the conferees of the House | Flood, Ga. Reeves, Wooten. '
not to agree to the Senate amendment in that particular. It may NAYS—T1
not have been a direct instruction, but it certainly amounted to -
an instruction. ilchm' Currier, Joy, Powers, Mass,

Now, with that sitnation staring the conferees in the face, a | Alian. Mo’ Davie, Fla e Rul;i)h%,
majority of the conferees—Mr. Smus did not sign the report—did | Ball, Del Dick, Lessler, Russell,
go into conference with the Senate; did at once agree to accept | Bricyiarn, Eyans, 1a ey ) fom Y

e entire Senate bill, rejecting the virtual instructions of the | Biskeney. Forduoy, ' Long, .’ Sibley,
House, bringing back this bill before the House on a unanimous | Brownlow, Gaines, Tenn. Lou s Smith, Iowa
conference report, where, if it had not been knocked out by a | B « pax g poaohisn, Sparkman,

int of order, it would have been impossible for this House to | Butler, Pa Goldfogle, Mondell, MN.Y.

e up the bill item by item and give it consideration. We have | Capron, raff, Moody,N.C Sulzer,
been required to vote for the bill as a whole under the report | Sissel, e, Modd Tpaiets Oblo
brought in here l:g the conference committee. Notwithstanding | Conry, Hamilton, Newlands, Tompkins, Obio
the fact that the House had rejected these claims, the conference Bs Haski Otjen, Vreeland,
committee brought them back into this House under the report | {o0Per, Wis Hoogen, mna et - Woodk.
just rejected on a point of order without giving the House an ; o .

0 ity whatever for a separate vote in the matter. Now, ANSWERED “PRESENT"—20.

say that under those circumstances the House is justified and | Barney, Deemer, Maynard, Tate

ought to adopt instructions directing these conferees not to agree | Boutell Liasag Metcalt, i

to those Selfridge board findings. Let them come in and stand | Seapie:® T Rans, BToryA Wanger,

up before the Senate conferees and tell the Senate that the House | Cowherd, McClellan, ~ Southard,’ Young. |

is not willing to pass that portion of the bill, and then if they find NOT VOTING—148

they can not get the Senate to recede they can properly come back Ada Do 7

here and report the facts to the House, where we will have an op- | 4qsmesn e Kapn. Shacxietord,
rtunity to further consider these claims on their merits without | Aplin, ' Eddy, ' Kitchin,Claude  Shafroth,

ing tied up with the other claims in the bill, and give them a | Babeock, Emerson, Knapp, Shelden,

a separate consideration. -mmoﬁt. ?ggﬁ; E‘}?ax' Sheppard,

ow, I am not going into a full discussion of the merits or de- | Bates, Finley, Lassiter, Slayden
merits of the Selfridge board claims. I do not think they ought 33%;1 & g‘l_lgfmlllﬂz. Latimer, Smith, Henry C
to be paid. There is no justification for them. They claim that | Boniost Fosr i o S
the plans were changed, and therefore that the contractors lost ham, os8, Loud, tark,
money. The record does not sustain them. The rt of the op, Foster, Vt. Lovering, teele,
Secretary of the Treasury at the time and the re of Senator | Borene: gm:;’w. Va. ﬁggﬁmws’ resenpilbid
Grimes, chairman of the Committee on Claims of the Senate at | Brick, Gardner, Mich.  MeCleary, Sulloway,
the time, both state that there had been no change whatever in | Bromvwell, DA N McDermott, Suther’
the plans and that it was merely an appeal to the generosity of | provs "% e | peonas, S oson,
Congrass to pay these claims. They have been rejected for forty Bm-gea'n. Greens,Mass.  Marshall, Tawney,
years, and now they come here asking you to give them between | Burk,Pa. | Griges, Minor, Taylor, A
a million and a million and a half of dollars to pay claims that at | Burcesn’ e 18 B e
the time when they were new and people understood the facts | Burton, ' mtw:l?:;. Moes,hh Thomas,
had been thoronghly digested and rejected. I therefore think | Calderhead, edge, Mutchler, Thi
that under these circumstances the House is justified in instruct- | Gandin, Egﬁ: s Raphan, ot . X
ing the conferees, and ought to instruct the conferees in this case | Cochran, Hill, ' Nevin, | Van Voorhis,
not to a to these claims. Conner, Hmk Norton, Wachter,

Mr. ON. Mr. Speaker, I do not want to make any reply. ooper, Tex. Hovkins, ot L L)
This matter has been discussed over and over in this House. e | Crowley, Howell, Perkins, Warnock,
Senate conferees state that they will not recede under any con- | Curtis, S Pierce, Watson,

A Erntion: Dahle, L, Randell, Tex. White,

N & g Davidson, Jack, Robb, Wiley,

T]t;w, Mr. Speaker{,:il move thg gt;lﬂous question, & i ;m. Md. %ougr{:gun, La gﬂmﬁ;,

e grevmus uestion was ordered. Dinemtre: Jore o sﬁrﬁr&“@‘ ki _h :

The The guestion is on the motion of the gentle-
man from Alabama to instruct the conferees. As many as favor
the motion will say ‘“aye;”’ those opposed, ** no.”

t‘c.So the instructions to the committee of conference were agreed
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The following pairs were announced:

Until further notice:

Mr. Hexry C. SmiTH with Mr, TAYLOR of Alabama.
Mr. Jack with Mr. FINLEY. '

Mr. IrwiN with Mr. GoocH.

Mr. DraPER with Mr. MADDOX. '
Mr. BARNEY with Mr. McRAE.

Mr. SouTHARD with Mr. NORTON.

Mr. SUTHERLAND with Mr. JAcESON of Kansas.
Mr. TAwNEY with Mr. COWHERD.

ExmErson with Mr. GILBERT.

Mr. STEELE with Mr. CooPER of Texas.

Mr. GILLETT of Massachusetts with Mr. NAPHEN.
Mr. SHOWALTER with Mr. SLAYDEN.

Mr. THOMAS of Jowa with Mr. BANEHEAD.

Mr. BouTELL with Mr. GRIGGS.

Mr. SKILES with Mr., TALBERT.

For this session:

Mr. Youne with Mr. BENTON.

Mr. KanN with Mr. BELMONT.

Mr. BROMWELL with Mr. CASSINGHAM, -
Mr. MoRRELL with Mr. GREEN of Pennsylvania.
Mr. DeEMER with Mr. MUTCHLER.

Mr. WrigHT with Mr. HALL.

Mr. BoreING with Mr. TRIMBLE.

Mr. DayroN with Mr. MEYER of Louisiana.
Mr. HEATWOLE with Mr. TATE.

Mr. MeTcALF with Mr. WHEELER.

Mr. WANGER with Mr. ApDAMSON,

For this day:

Mr. Hrrt with Mr. DINSMORE.

Mr. SunLowAY with Mr. KEHOE.

Mr. JeNkINS with Mr. HENRY of Mississippi.
Mr. McCLEARY with Mr. MCANDREWS.

Mr. RumpLE with Mr. THOMPSON.

Mr. HowgLL with Mr., CLAUDE KITCHIN,

Mr. DovENER with Mr. STARK.

B
4

Mr. SHELDEN with Mr. CROWLEY. \

Mr. WACHTER with Mr. BURNETT.

Mr. BaBcock with Mr. BELL.

Mr. Foss with Mr. Bowig.

Mr. McCaLL with Mr. ROBERTSON of Louisiana.

Mr. WARNOCK with Mr. SHACKLEFORD.

Mr. BARTHOLDT with Mr. BROUSSARD.

Mr. BINGHAM with Mr. LIVINGSTON.

Mr. BisHOP with Mr. BURGESS.

Mr. Brick with Mr. BURLESON.

Mr. Burk of Pennsylvania with Mr. COCHRAN,

Mr. WARNER with Mr. CANDLER.

Mr. BurLEIGH with Mr. DE GRAFFENREID,

Mr. CALDERHEAD with Mr. FEELY.

Mr. CoNNER with Mr. FLEMING.

Mr. Cousins with Mr. HENRY of Texas.

Mr. CurTis with Mr. JETT. =

Mr. DavipsoN with Mr. LASSITER.

Mr. EscH with Mr, LATIMER.

Mr. FLETCHER with Mr. MCDERMOTT.

Mr. FoERDERER with Mr. NEVILLE.

Mr. HaANBURY with Mr, RANDELL of Texas,

Mr. HEpGE with Mr. WiLsoN.

Mr. Mivor with Mr. HOwWARD.

Mr. HinL with Mr. RoBB.

Mr. HugHEs with Mr. SCARBOROUGH.

Mr. HuLL with Mr. SHAFROTH.

Mr. Kxox with Mr. SNOOK.

Mr. LirraAuEr with Mr. THAYER.

Mr. ScHIRM with Mr. ZENOR.

Mr. LoveErING with Mr. THOMAS of North Carolina.

Mr. SouTHWICK with Mr. VANDIVER.

Mr. GARDNER of Michigan with Mr. SHEPPARD.

Mr. WapsworTH with Mr. WHITE. 1

Mr. STEWART of New Jersey with Mr. WiLEY.

On this vote:

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts with Mr, MAYNARD,

Mr. BurTtoN with Mr, McCLELLAN.

Mr. Moopy of Oregon with Mr. PIERCE.

Mr. COWHERD. Mr. Speaker, I forgot for a moment that I
was paired with the gentleman from Minnesota, Mr. TAWNEY.
I voted ““yea.” I desire to be recorded as ** present.”

The result of the vote was then announced as above recorded.

The SPEAKER. The Chair announces the following conferees
on the bill: Mr. Magox, Mr. Gissox, and Mr. Sius.

NAVAL APPROPRIATION BILL.

Mr. FOSS. Mr. Speaker. I move that the House resolve itself
into Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union for

the consideration of the naval a priation bill, and pending that
motion, I ask my colleagne if he has any suggestion to make in
reference to the limitation of time for general debate.

Mr. MEYER of Louisiana. There are a number of gentlemen
on this side who desire to speak, and I suggest six hours on a side
for general debate.

Mr. FOSS. I will say to my friend I can not use one-third of
that on this side, so far as I have been able to hear from mem-
bers on this side of the House, and I would suggest to him that
we do not fix any limitation for the present, but go into Commit-
tee of the Whole and have general debate for the rest of the after-
noon, he to control one half of the time and the chairman of the
committee to control the other half.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois, chairman of
the Committee on Naval Affairs, asks that this day be devoted to
general debate, the gentleman from Lonisiana [Mr. MuvEr] to
control one half of the time and he the other half, this not to be
understood as limiting general debate. Is there objection to the
request? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none. The question
is on the motion of the gentleman, that the House resolve itself
into Committee of the Whole House on the state of the Union
lfa{i)llrl the consideration of House bill 14046, the naval appropriation

The ‘Elestion was taken, and the motion was agreed to.

The House accordingly resolved itself into Committee of the
‘Whole House on the state of the Union, Mr. SHERMAN in the chair.

The CHAIRMAN. The House is in Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for the consideration of the bill
H. R. 140486, the title of which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

A bill (H, R. 14M6) making appropriations for the naval service for the
fiscal year ending June 80, 1803, and for other purposes,

r. FOSS. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent to dis-
with the first reading of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois asks unani-

ous consent to dispense with the first reading of the bill. Is

ere objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none,

Mr. FOSS. Mr. Chairman, I have the honor, on behalf of the

ittee on Naval Affairs, to report and call up at this time for
the consideration of the committee this bill, known as the naval
a?pmpriation bill, which makes appropriation for the maintenance
of the naval service for the fiscal year ending June 80, 1903. Ihave
set forth in the report, which is available to all members of the
House, an exhaustive statement as to every item appropriated in
this bill, to which I will ask members of the House to make
reference; and if there are any questions which any member de-
sires to ask me in reference to the bill, either now or in the course
of general debate, I will be most happy to answer them, provided
they are not too difficult. But there are some general matters
included in this bill which I think it wise at this time to call to
the attention of the House.

In the first place, let us consider the size of the bill. The
amount carried by this bill is $77,659,386.63. This is a decrease
from the bill of last year to the amount of $442,404.77. Now, the
Committee on Naval Affairs have had under consideration for a
number of months in the committee room the preparation of this
bill. They have been diligently at work laboring in a measure to
cut down the appropriations, providing for the economical ad-
ministration of the naval establishment. :

Our estimates were unusual this year. The original estimates
sent here by the Navy Department at the beginning of Congress
amounted to $98,000,000. To this afterwards came supplemental
estimates of a million and one-half dollars, and then additional
estimates from time to time from the Secretary of the Navy
amounting to five million more. So that the total estimates for
the naval establishment this year coming from the Department
through the regular channels to the Committee on Naval Affairs,
all told, original, supplemental, and addifional, amounted in all
to $105,000,000.

These estimates the committee have cut down to the extent of
$27,405,298. I may say that that fact alone is worth commenti
upon, entailing, as it did, laborious consideration and the care
investigation which has been given to the subject of naval affairs
in the committee room.

Now, these reductions in the estimates were principally from
%t:.;lélic works. The estimates under the Bureau of Yards and

ks for public works called for $20,781.375, but the committee
thought it wise to reduce this and recommended appropriations
to the amount of $6,561.075, showing a decrease under the head of
* Public works '’ in the Burean of Yards and Docks of §14.220.000.
Under the Burean of Ordnance there was a decrease of 8333.000.
Under ‘‘ Public works,”” for the Naval Academy, a decrease of
$1,000,000; under ** Public works,’’ Burean of Ordnance, $1.065,000;
under the Burean of Equipment, $1,870,000; under the Bureau of
Supplies and Accounts a decrease of $570,000: under the Burean
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of Construction and Repair, $1,340,000; under the Bureau of Steam
Engineering, $300,000; under the head of *‘ Increase of Navy,”
$1,000,000. The balance of deductions is made up from reduc-
tions from supplemental and additional estimates.

The next question I wish to call to the attention of members of
the committee is this: We have made provision here for more
men. As everyone will see, when we are building ships it is
necessary also to make provision for additional men. This mat-
ter was called to the attention of the committee by the Chief of the
Burean of Navigation and by the Secretary in his annual report.
Both the Chief of the Bureau of Navigation and the Secretary of
the Navy joined in the recommendation for 8,000 additional men,
and this recommendation is made by your committee. It will be
necessary, as we go on building ships, to provide, from time to
time, of course, for an increased number of men and also an in-
creased number of officers. The two go hand in hand together,
and it is necessary to provide for more men in advance of the
construction of ships because it takes two and three years to
properly train the men so that they can successfully man the
ships. Take, for instance, the ships now under construction, and
it will require about 14,000 additional men to properly man them.
Of this number we have already provided in the last appropria-
tion bill for 5,000 men and this year for 3,000 more, and it will be
necessary to provide for 6,000 more before the time of the com-
pletion of the ships. "

Now, there is another phase of this bill which I desire to call
attention of the members to, and that is the necessity for more
officers. The Chief of the Bureau of Navigation in his report
sets ount that it will be necessary by the time the present ships
now in grocess of construction are completed to have at least a
thousand men to successfully officer them. Now, whenthe com-
mittee started in on the consideration of this question, they called
upon the Department to furnish an itemized list of the number of
officers needed for each ship, and that list or statement you will
. find in the re}:ort on page 14, giving the names of the ship and
the number of officers for each ship.

The committee also, at the same time,. called on the Depart-
ment for a statement as to what our officers were doing at the
present time, whether on sea or shore duty, and youn will find the
statement upon e 15 of the report to this effect: The total
number of line officers to-day in the Navy is 1,017, including 124
cadets now at sea, and who have not as yet received their com-
missions. Of this number there are 893 eligible for sea duty. Of
this number 709 are performing duty on vessels or are beyond the
seas, 272 performing duty on shore. Now, it will be seen that
there are comparatively few officers to officer our ships whichare
now in process of building.

And if we are to have the officers ready when the ships are
completed, it is necessary for us now to e provision for more
officers. Why? Because it takes four years—yes, six years—to
train officers. They must have an education at the Naval Acad-
emy, which requires four years, and then two years of seaservice
before receiving their commissions. So in this bill the committee
have recommended a provision for an increase of officers to the
extent of 500—a temporary provision. because it operates only for
the coming four years. It is believed that when the present law,
which was modiged a year or so ago, by which every member of
the House appoints a cadet once in four years instead of once in
six years, has had time to operate, that law will provide for the
officers needed for our growing Navy.

Now, as I say, this bill provides for the appointment of 500 ad-
ditional cadets, covering a period of four years. The first year
the Senators are tomake appointments, one each. The President
is given the appointment of 6 cadets a year, or 24 cadets coverin
the four years; and then during the succeeding three years eac
member of the House will have an additional appointment. In
that way we make up the number of 500 additional cadets.

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. At what date will a member have
the right to make an appointment?

Mr. FOSS. That will be determined by the Navy Depart-
ment—probably by lot.

Mr. I\I‘[ETCALF. Can the gentleman tell us how many officers
are stationed at the private shipbuilding yards of the country?

Mr. FOSS. At present?

Mr. METCALF. Yes, sir.

Mr. FOSS. No; I do not know.

Mr. LANDIS. After these cadets appointed in this manner go
out, is provision made for appointments to keep up the number?

Mr. FOSS. Well, this provision, as I say, is temporary and
ceases to operate at the end of four years. The present law
g};laerates continnously—during the coming four years and after

at.

Mr. LANDIS. And unless some additional legislation—

Mr, FOSS. Unless some additional legislation is had, that will
be the only law in existence to give us more officers after the ex-
piration of this temporary provision. But the committee believe,

or rather hope, that the present law will be sufficient to produce
enough officers for the increasing Navy.

Mr. LANDIS. Then, after the expiration of this temporary
provision, things will drop back to the normal condition?

Mr. FOSS. Yes, sir.

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. What provision is there in the
bill for the construction of new ships at Government navy-yards?

Mr. FOSS. I will say to my friend that I shall reach that ques-
tion in a moment or two.

Now, I have touched npon the question of more men and more
officers, and have poin’c,e::%j out the recommendations of the com-
mittee in these respects. The gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
Wu. ALpEN SyiTH| calls my attention to the ships. We have
provided in this bill for the increase of the Navy by the con-
struction of 2 battle ships, 2 armored cruisers, and 2 gunboats.
We are to-day building 8 battle ships. We have more than half
of them completed. We are building 6 armored cruisers, about
one-fourth o? which are completed. ﬁVe are building 9 protected
cruisers, 5 of which are more than half completed. e have 9
torpedo boats nearly completed and 7 submarines nearly finished.

I might say that the committee have recommended the building
of 2 battle ships and 2 armored cruisers in the line of what might
be called a suggestion from Congress last year. It will be re-
membered that in the last naval appropriation bill Congress
enacted a provision calling npon the Secretary of the Navy to re- -
port upon the cost of 2 battle ships and 2 armored cruisers. I
will not read the provision, but the Secretary of the Navy was
called upon to submit a report upon the whole subject, which he
has already done and which any member can refer to if he desires,

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. How much are they to cost?

Mr. FOSS. The cost of these ships, in accordance with plans
recommended by the Board of Construction, amounts in all to
about $30,000,000. The battle ships, which will be ships of 16,000
tons each—the largest battle ships of any that we have—will cost
$7,532,000 apiece.

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. How does that compare with the
cost of constructing such vessels heretofore?

Mr. FOSS. Our battle ships heretofore have cost anywhere
from $6,000,000 to six and a half million dollars.

A MeMBER. Inclusive of ordnance?

Mr. FOSS. Inclusive of everything; that is the completed cost.

Now, the armored cruisers will cost $6,700,000 apiece, and the
gunboats $510,000 apiece, making in all a total cost for 2 first-
class battle ships, 2 armored cruisers, and 2 gunboats approxi-
mately $29,500,000.

Now, there are several boards in the Navy Department whose
business it is fo recommend naval grommmes One is the gen-
eral board. They have recommended the building of something
like 35ships. Then there is the Board of Construction, which rec-
ommended to the Secretary of the Navy the building of about 40
ships. And the Secretary of the Navy made a recommendation,
I think, callirg for 22 ghips innumber. Ihave not counted them
up. He asked for 8 first-class battle ships, 2 first-class armored
cruisers, 8 gunboats of 6,000 tons displacement, 8 gunboats of
2,000 tons displacement, 3 picket boats of 600 tons displacement
3 steel training ships of about 2,000 tons displacement, 1 collier of
15,000 tons, and 4 tugboats, and while the recommendations of
the different boards have been had, yet it must be remembered, of
course, that the men who recommend them are naval officers am-
bitious for the profession in which they are engaged and are de-
sirous of seeing our Navy built up as fast and speedily as possible;
but this commi d I refer to the Committee o¥ the Whole
House on the state of the Union—composed of the representatives
of the American dpeople, have to decide for the le themselves
as to how far and how fast we shall pursue the policy of building
up the American Navy.

Now, in view of the fact that Congress intimated in the appro-
priation bill of last year that it was its wish that the Secretary of
the Navy should report only upon two battle ships and two ar-
mored cruisers, the %%mmittae on Naval Affairs did not think it
wise to make any further recommendation, and that is the reason
why we come here with a programme to-day of two battle ships
and two armored cruisers and two gunboats, in all, a total tonnage
of 63,000 tons, requiring an appropriation of $30,000.000, not in
this bill, but in subsequent bills, to construct them, becanse we
believe that we are carrying out the intimation and suggestion of
Congress in the appropriation bill of last year. Now, we have
had greater programimes than thisin years past, Under the naval
appropriation bill of March 3, 1809, we provided for a total tonnage
that year of ships to the amount of 104,000 tons, and under the
appropriation bill passed June 7, 1900. we made the further in-
crease in ships to the amount of 99,920 tons. The programme
this year, if it pass by the committee and the House and Congress,
will add only 63,000 tons to the tonnage of our Navy; and so Isay to
zg]nj that it is a moderate increase, it is a healthy increase, but I

eve that it is none too large if we are to continue the policy




2374

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

MAay 13,

of bmilding up the American Navy, and building it up in such
strength and power as to maintain the honor of our conntry and
to back up our foreign policy in every port and harbor throughount
the world. [Applause.]

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH, Mr, Chairman, if it will not in-
terrupt the gentleman from Illinois, I would like to ask him
whether or not the building of these shipsin the navy-yards of
the United States is an experiment. I notice by the report, on
page 19, that it states ‘' that it is believed by your committee
that nothj:g short of experiment of this kind will settle the ques-
tion that affects mau({min .’ Is this an experiment or has it
been tried before, and if so, whether it was successful?

Mr. FOSS. It has been tried before. and I will reach the dis-
cussion of that question a little later. I want, in the first place,
to call the attention of the committee to the present condition of
the American Navy. In the report which I have the honor to
make for the committee, after presenting a table of the number
of ships that have already been built and which are now build-
ing, I made this statement, which has attracted, I may say, some
liftle public attention:

It will be seen from the above table that while e have h!;nilt and are

building, all told, 138 ships, yet comparatively few of ¥e- any real
fighting value. Our naval prowess lies almost entirely in our 18 battle shiﬁ
B armored cruisers, and 21 protected cruisers. The rest of our ships wo

cut but little figure in actual warfare. Ships of the battle line practicall;
« alone determine the naval strength of s mtiop:. =

I mean by that, not ships of the battle line in the technical and
historical sense, because that wonld refer simply to battle ships,
but ships of the battle line in the lnrger and broader sense, includ-
ing armored cruisers and protected cruisers. Now, I say that
while we have built 138 ships, and are bnilding them to-day, yet
we have not a navy of which we can boast. e have only 10 bat-
tle ships already built and 8 under construction, and yet Secretary
Tracy said in one of his reports that we have no business to consider
that wehad a navy until we have at least 20 battle ships. Wehave
a good many ships upon the list of vessels which any of you can see
if you will read the re;ét‘:)x;ta of the Navy Department, but most of
these boats are peace boats, and in this connection I do not wish
to have you take my statement alone, but take the statement of
one of the ablest of our naval authorities, the Chief of the Burean
of Ordnance, Admiral Charles O'Neil. Inaspeech which he made
before the New York Yacht Club not long ago he said something
about the strength of our present Navy. Said he:

It might be advisable to fool other nations if we could with regard to our
naval strength, but we surely do not want to fool ourselves, and a little in-
t.rospacmtlon may be beneficial even if our national pride suffers somewhat in
com .

Now let us see exactly how we stand:

The Navy list of Jannary 1, 1902, contains the names of 243 completed ves-
sels and of 60 in of construction, a total of 808 vessels, and & v re-
tahle g0 far as numbers go. The questionis, What are these
vessels and how many of them have real mili value? Of the com-
pleted vessels I find that 8 are ible wooden of ancient date,
which will probably soon be sold to the highest bidder. is an old iron,
paddle-wheel steamer, the Mon. which has been in Chinese waters for
over thirty years and ought to have in the scrap heap years ago. One
is the Spanish Reina Me m was sunk by the Spaniards at
Santiago de Cuba, was afte raised, and of which it is to
sailing ing ship; 6 are_old wooden fr used for receiving
ships; 59 are tugboats; 1is bgo so-called dynamite cruiser Fesuvius, having
no military value; 1 is the ram Katahdin, a pronounced failure; 5are -
used as training sl;;&nror landsmen and having no mili
value; § are old oned wooden g sl of war, used by the Naw

Militia and for State marine schools; 2 are w u'nin{ns ships for appren-
tices; 1 is a small sailing practice vessel for the cadetsat Annapolis; Gare old
niﬁl& monjtors.l with, cast-iron, smooth-bore guns, relics of the
civil war and of no value; 18are colliers; 10aresupply vessels, tank steamenrs,
and refrigerating ships; 48 are little boats, v £ from 400 to 500 tons,
mostly eaptured or bought in the es, and 28 are tol only
for speeial That is to say, that 181 of the 242 comple ves-
gals now on the Navy have practically no fighting gqualities; in fact, ab-

wl&%eg%mgnmmvmmm battlaghi 2, the New York and Brook
he are 3 e New an -
Tyn, are mmdsndthpigdchssmisersltkatha Chi-
cago, Baltimore, Cincinnati, and Detroif; 30 are small cruisers and gunboats
like the Yorktown, Nashville, and others; and 6 are double-turreted monitors,

sultable only for harbor defense. % that they wonld cut but
essels, at least 30 are so can il i
will be seen that ounr

Of these 62 v insignifi
little re in a war with any strong power. Thus it
effective fighting power to-day is about 82 vessels; hence we can lay no claim
to any great importance as yet as a naval power.

Then he goes on and speaks of the vessels which we are now
building.
Fortunately—

He says—

we bave a very respectable building programme now under way, as the shi
now buﬂdingrywill equal in ﬂghting' F¢'=-_ﬂicie|'n\':y all the rest of the Navy. 8?
the 00 vessels now nunder construction, Sare first-class battle ships; 8are
armored cruisers, much more powerful than the New York; 6 are ially
protected eruisers of 3,200 tons displacement; 4 are harbor-defense monitors; 16
are torpedo-boat destrc g ers; 10 are torpedo boats, and 7 submarine boats.

‘We may safely add 27 of the above vessels to our 82 of to-day. which ‘::HI

~in about time years' time, give us 59 good figh vessels, 18 of which

be battle ships, 8 armored eruisers, 10 monitors, and about 23 protected and

rs; 14 are

partially protected cruisers; and we shall also have about 57 torpedo vesse
and a lot gf small guanboats and miscellaneous au;ile:lm cmflt. naefn.lai; theil:
™ R

here.
the £ ing it will be tha
in, 1v'eﬂt=1:f_1elss:3 m?d 1 o'l:le OOVes s ﬁu&h to:ew?iﬁ %%%ﬁ%wb%ﬁ?l&%t;
ships and armored cruisers until we have a table number of each, not
wasting our anmr money on & lot more llaneous small eraft until
we have accomp! the more important construction.

And that recommendation is inline with that of this committee.
We recommend two great battle ships, the largest we have ever
built, ships the plans for which have already attracted the eyes
of the naval authorities of the countries of the world, and in ad-
dition to that, two great armored mimmcﬁcaﬂy battle
ships; and then we have putin a couple of gunboats. But

the policy of the committee, if I can in any measure for it,
I think, 1s almost unanimously for putting the people’s money
into real fighting ships, ships of the battle line, and not into a

:ﬁwla lot of peace boats which do not amonnt to anything at

Now, I know that there are some—we hear it here and there
and everywhere—who think that just because we whi Spain
in a fight of a hundred days and only lost a single life we could
wipe out the fleets of the navies of the world. There is an im-
pression which has gone out that the American Navy is strong
and mighty and powerful. Yes; it is, so faras it goes. I believe
we have better officers, better men, and that our ships, ship for
ship, are better than those of any navy in the world. But do
not let us delude ourselves with the thought that because we
whipped a little nation, which had only a little navy, therefore
we can whip anything that comes along. Why, it would have
been our everlasting s e if our two fleets at Manila and Santi-
ago had not sunk both of the Spanish fleets. Why? Becaunse
they were superior; they had a greater tonnage, each of them, I
have here a statement which I pro to insert in the REcCoRD,
showing the relative comparison of the two fleets at the battle of
Manila le and th% bgittle of Satliltm 0, and w}:lxl'deﬂlmwou]cl not gor a
single momen sparage the bravery a courage of our
American officers and men and the value of our ships, yet, if
there is any lesson to belearned from the Spanish-American war,
it is that superior men, superior ships—in tonnage, in armament,
and in armor—superior gunnery, and superior mar hip will
win in the future as they have won in the past. [Applause.]

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY, BUREAU OF NAVIGATION,

OFFICE OF NAVAL INTELLIGENCE,
Washington, D. C., May 1, 1902.
DeARn Srr: In compliance with your request of the 20th ultimo for in-
formation relative to size of the two fleets, Spanishand American, at the
battles of Manila Bay and Santiago, I have the honor to transmit herewith a
memorandum which contains the desired da
Very respectfully, J. H. GIBBONS,
der, U. 8. Navy,

Acting Chief Infelligence Ofiicer.
Hon. GEoreE EDMUND Foss, 7 e 7

Chairman Committee on Naval Affairs,
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.

ENGAGEMENT IN MANILA BAY, MAY 1, 1508

APRIL 30, 1902,

From the following tables it will be seen that the S bad a numerical

ority in ships and men. The data for the 8 foree is taken from

General de 1a Armada for 1888, and, as the complements there given

?m %peacaw footing, it is reasonable to suppose that the numbers are a

oW 3

Leaving aside shore batteries and submarine defenses, there can be no

gumﬂon as to the superiority of the American ships and armaments over the

panish. As to the extent of this superiority, the following comparison of
armaments of the two fleets is given:

MAIN BATTERY.

Liewt

]
7 6.8-in
=== = # 1\ 8 5.9-inch
59 [ 4 Bl-inch,
""""""""""""""""""""""""""""""" 22 4.7-inch.
- ot = e T e e e S 53 | 88
SECONDARY BATTERY.
Guns. American.| Bpanish.
. 2 3.54-inch.
Baneh e 2 { 2 3.43-inch
P o A S O O e 2.78-inc
it 9 324 inch.
1.85-inch, 8-pounder. .. 10 | 10 1.65 inch.
1.46-inch, 1-pounder._.. 27 | 24
Machine or mitraille . |12
Total 82 |'7T1
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THE AMERICAN FLEET. THE AMERICAN FLEET—continued.
Dateof| Dis- [Date of| Dis-
Name of ship. [lamnch-| place- Protection, Armament. Name of ship. [launch-| place- Protection. Armament.
ing. | ment. ing. | ment.
Tons. Tons.
Olympia ..........| 1802 b, 870 Protectlve deck,4.75 | 4 &inch, 10 ﬁ-mc'h Boston -.cccoeecune 1884 8,000 | Protective deck, 1.5- | 2 8-inch, 6 finch, 2
inch; & ’bacr 14 2.254nch, 7 146 inch, 225 -inch, 4 1.85-
. bettes, 4, 51111:]1, 2 inch, 1 machine, inch, 4 1.46-inch, 1
turrets, 6-inch; oy
conning tower, 5 Concord ....oe.e.| 1800 | 1,710 | Nome. ..ocooiomeeece. 6 6-inch, 2255 inch,
inch'and Zinch. ?nlﬂgil é“"-h' g 1-;’-"
Baltimore......... 1888 | 4,413 | Protective deck, 4 | 4 B-inch, e B-in 4 Siraseia
inch to 2.5-inch. 2.25-inch, 2 1. Petrel. . —ccsoanen- 1888 808 |..... f oM el A 4 6-1.\11311 2 1.8‘5 inch,
inch, 6 1. 4& inch, 8 1.46 inch, 2 ma-
ém%mch ma- chine.
Raleigh - o...o.... 18 | 3,213 | Protectivedeck, 25 | 16nch. 105 inch, 8 McCulloch.........| 1896 | 1,280 ... 40 - aeainenanass 4 2.25-inch.
inch to 1-inch, 2.85- mch, 4 1.46- -
m(:h. 1 inch, 1
mach! Total complement, 1,836 officers and men.
THE SPANISH FLEET.
Name of ship. m‘l’f Material of hull. w Protection. 0&‘:&2‘" Armament.®
Tons.
Reina Christina ..... 8,520 852 | 6 8.9-inch H.; B?Si—‘lnc‘hN 2 1.65-inch N.; 22.75-inch N.;
‘ 6 1.46-inch R. C.; 2 43-inch M.
Castille ..cccceaciaanas 8,260 |- 349 451§$-inchKﬁ_24a2-mchc§ 2 343inch K.; 4 2.05inch K.;
inch
Don Juan de Austria. 1,130 19| 4 fﬁm(-)in%h{ginch e 76-inch H.., 2 1.65-inch N.; 4 148inch
D%]:;Antonio de Ul- 1,160 159 14&2&1110111 gi 215;:F—imh H.; 2 22anh R. F.; 4 1.46-inch
Isla de Cuba...oen.... 1,045 156 4%{?&1%;?13.. sz.ﬂi-ﬁmhR F.; 2 1464inch R. C.; 1 43inch
Isla de Luzon.... 1,06 156 Do.
Marques del Duero 500 9% | 16.8-inch P.; 24.72-inch B. R.; 1 .43-ind
General 520 115 | 24.72-4nch H.; 1 8.54-inch H.; 2 sa-uth i 43neh .
Velasco . ....... 1,152 147 Bﬁﬂ-i‘n A.;28276-inch H.; 2 .98+
Argos..... 508 & | 1854inch H.
Mardby oo s 1,900 97 | 21.65-inch B. B
e T v T M e R W TR P ST T U i o il 120
L T e, I el 1T LIRS L B o] LRI P | I e e T o 1,993

OH = Hontoria, N. = Nordenfeldt, R. C. =Hotchkiss
b Armed

revolving cannon, M. = Mitrailleuse, K. =
transport; took part in battle; armament and complement not known—later estimated at

Kru& P. =Pallisser, A. = Armstrong, B. R. = Bronze rifled.

Engagement at Santiago de Cuba, July 3, 1898,

EPANISH FLEET.
Name of ship. mn?f Wl’m wrm‘ Protection. Crew. Armament.
Knots.
Infanta Maria Teresa ........ 1800 20.2 6,890 | Armor belt, 12 to 10 and 9 inch; protective 556 | 2 11-inch, 10 5.5-inch 8 &Emmﬂer Q F.,10
dar:k‘ 2 inch. ‘g;under QF
g e S S P e 1881 20.2 6,800 |..__. e e e e e 491
Almu-nnt.a Oq‘nendo_ -a=-] 1891 20.2 6,800 |_____ d ________________________________________ 487
Cristobal Colon....... ----| 1896 19.8 840 | Armor helt.s to 2 inch; protwl:lw deck, 567 10 ll-nmh 6 LT-&nch% F., 10 B-pounder, Q.
1% inch. , 10 1- gg:nder 3 machine,
Pluton -......... —--s| 1887 30 400 | None 80 |2 }L-th Ci? , 2 6-pounders QF,2
O 1896 870 -.do 80
AMERICAN FLEET.
15.5 | 10,230 | Armor belt, 18 t010 inch; tective dack, 571 | 4 13-inch, 8 8-inch, 4 6-inch, 206-pound ¥
Sinch. ok 14 Imders, 2 machine. s
16.7 10,290 |._... do 524
17.1 11,206 Armcrr 'belt, 14to10 inch' protectiru deck 58T | 4 ]E-inch 8 Binch, 6 4inch, % F., 20 6-
3 ders, 2 l-gcmnders. 4 ine.’
17.8 6,500 Armor belt, 12 to 9 inch; protective deck, 433 mo.h.s s- nch, 12 6-pounders, 10 1-pound-
ch.
2 9,153 | Armor belt, 4i-inch; protective deck, 3 to B2 | 8 anh 12 S-mch F.,12 6 ders, 4 1-
6 inch. & zcmmlem, 4 mch A
18 B O 94 pounders.&&poundera, machine.
- 12 186 1. L R NS L E e T el 4 6-poun 4 S-g:lundm.
2 8,480 | Armor belt, 8.8-inch; pmtact:ve deck 35 632 | 6 8-mmch, 12 Q. F,, 8 C-pounders, 2 1-
to 6 inch. if.voun 2 machine.
z B e L e 21 | 41-pounders.

So the lesson that comes to us, as the result of our recent war
with Spain, is not to atop building, but to build onward and up-
ward the American N; aV{

Now, Mr. Chairman, I come to another question. We have

vided in this bill for a naval programme which I say, in my
Judgment and the judgment of the committee, is a healt ¥ one, a
conservative one, on the lines of our past policy, and a naval pro-
g:omme which I think will meet with approval everywhere
ughont the counfry. Butif is necessary in this bill toprovide

also how these ships be constructed. Heretofore it has been
the policy of our coun with but few exceptions, to construct our
ships in private ya use I think it has been the consensus

of public opinion t.hat they could be constructed more cheaply
there than in our Government navy-yards.

Many of you have received a great deal of literature upon this
q_nesl:lon of the construction of ships in Government navy-yards.

I have some of it here. You may recognize it, perhaps, as I hold
it up for you to look at. These cards have been sent to members
of Congress, calling their attention from time to time to the wis-
dom of constructing ships in Government navy-yards. Now, I
desire to say a few words upon this question. In the first place,
I desire to call your attention to the fact that all of these cards
come from the Chamber of Commerce of Vallejo, Cal. It was
my pleasure to visit that little city last summer, and I was very
Emdmeasanﬂy entertained there. They are very much interested in
Ehe ips in Government navy-yards there. Why? I will
first place, that this is a city of about 7,000 population.
comparatlvely few industries of its own.

Most of the people or laboring men there depend absolutely for
loyment u the navy- y‘:l% across the river. They are nat-
v in favor of building ships in Government navy-yards.

They are naturally anxious to call attention of members of
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Congress to this. They wounld not only like to build one ship there,
but thegewould like to build the whole American Navy there.
‘Why? cause, as I say, they are absolutely dependent ulpon
Government work in order to feed, clothe, and to keep themselves
and their families alive. That is an honest, legitimate amhition.
I have nothing to say against it, but I have something to say
against the fallacions statements and misrepresentations of fact
which have been sent out upon these cards to members of Con-
gress. If theycontained thetruth I would notsay anything. But
when they try to inflnence your vote and mine with misstate-
ments of fact I think it is only proper that somebody should call
attention to the matter.

Mr. METCALF. De I understand the gentleman to say the
Vallejo Chamber of Commerce has made misstatements as to the
condition of the Navy?

Mr. FOSS. Yes; some misstatements.

Mr. METCALF. I wish you would point out whe®e any mis-
statements have been made.

Mr, FOSS. Now,here is a card which has been sent out by the
Vallejo Chamber of Commerce:

From the Pa; 1 of th y for 1899, page
find tl;]; valeue of nay Fy?%?l:n?: ;h?o]?::g lgserspfg:tth%rra frin o?!}‘ v‘:sve
sels to be $42,395.156. ‘;here has since then been appropriated ﬁ.mﬁvz, mak-
ing the enormous sum of $04,288.413. The Bureau of Yards and Docks has
recommended to this Congress that §18,786,075 additional be appropriated,
making in all §118,074,508.

As tga Burean of Yards and Docks have all the quay walls, dry docks, side-
walks, buildings, and other improvements built by contract (see ry
of the Navﬁs report for iwiﬁ‘;ﬂppﬁea 219 to 245), it is the incentive for the con-

u

tractors to help the Bureau p the plants.
Value of plants, January 1, 1902,
929, 080
849, 761
021,088
344,963
810,610
427,910
565,475
178, 752
060, 994
470,000
04,288, 433
Additional appropriationsasked for. . ....cccccciiciociciiiincanianas 18,786, 075
Totsl wvahoation todafe: o i s s ) 113,074,508

This vast sum represents more money than is invested in all the ship-
building plants of this country engaged in the building of Government ships.
Those in authority claim the navy-yards can not build battle ships because
of the lack of the pm%er facilities, notwithstanding the expenditure of this
enormous sum for such purposes,

From the Paymaster-General of the Navy's report for 1001 we find under
the heading:

STATEMENT D.

Statement showing expenditures for maintenance and improvements at
the several naval stations during the fiscal year ending June 80, 1901:

$766, 875

252, 408

8,437, 536

, 257,019

,832, 7122

805, 206

206, 377

L478, 104

442 897

285, 402

Total under titles G, B, and F .. oo ceecccecccecccicmaaa 854, 546

TITLE D.

irs to vessels, re 1900, labor and material, Title D......... $3,812,961

gmpmrs' to vessels, reggl;t 1901, labor and material, Title D ....__._ 5,001,571

Total repairs for two years - .....ccoceecceannans 8,814,532

Average repairs per year at all the navy-yards ... .. cceeoenans 4,157,266
BUMMARY.

Value of plants used for repairing vessels . ... cceoooomommmaans

Interest at Spercent PEr ANOUM —...co v ooecnncccrenmmrransasananan
Cost of muint‘:mnoe per year, Titles G, E,and F. E

Total cost of maintenance per year. .. cc.cceccccccrecscnnnen
Repaira to veasels per year, Title D . ...

Amonnt expended Per FORT .. ...t ccccamaaiaa s e e

There is no record of any new construction work having been done.
This is a startling summary to place before the country; a plant ﬂoah;ﬁ
8,074,510, in operation, expending §18,44.47 annually, to produce $4,157,
results,

The navy-yards at the present time are used for no other purpose but
that of repairing vessels; they should also be engaged in buil the new
Navy, i ‘t]:f being comparatively idle as they now are. Every private
ysr?ln this coun
ship under construc
tract time. The lobby of the combine pl

ropriate no more money for the increase of the Navy for that

ey could not build what they already had under construction.

I¥ there were £10,000,000 worth of new construction work at the navy-yards,
the cost for maintenance would not be greater than it now is.

18 congested with work: every Government contract
ion is from twenty months to three years con-
eaded with the last Congress to ap-
on because

If the Government can not build battle ships in the plants represented b
this immense investment, don't you think t.hp:t it is cgzna to close the mavy?-r
yards or get some one else to run them?

And here is a comment, not of mine, but the comment of Ad-
miral Bowles, Chief Constructor of the American Navy, the head
of the Burean:

This card— .

Says Admiral Bowles—
alleging that the Government has a plant in operation costing $113,000,000,

nding §18,000,000 annually to produce $4,000.000 in results, is a perversion
of the ﬂgum The Paymaster General's report (page 814 of the Secretary's
report of 1889) gives the appraised value of the navy-yards and naval sta-
tions at that date as § 136, about 90 per cent of which is real estate and
over £20,000,000 of which is the value of the real estate of the Brooklyn Navy-
Yard. Inorder to make up the difference between this and §113,000,000 the
makers of this card have added all the appropriations for improvements to
the navy-yards made since 1899—

And in this connection I will say upon my own authority,
they have added the estimates for this year to the amount of
$18,786,000, which we have reduced to $6,500,000 in order to make
up this $113,000,000.

The makers of this card—
Says Admiral Bowles—

have added all the appropriations for improvements to the navy-yards
made since 1899, a t portion of which is not yet expended, and even if it
were, can not be ddded to the previous appraisal to obtain the present value.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Will the gentleman ]ﬁ;mit. an inqujg?

Mr. FOSS. Wait until I get through with this. And not only
that, but these cards have gone upon the theory and supposition
that the chief and only business of a navy-yard is to repair ships.
Well, now, that is not the fact. Admiral Bowles says a very
large proportion—considerably more than one-half—of the value
of the navy-yards has no relation to their value as industrial es-
tablishments for doing work in the construction and repair of
vessels, and relates to the functions of the navy-yards as arsenals
and depots for the maintenance of public property in the way of
guns, ammunition, food, and stores of all kinds, which have to do
with the maintaining and keeping of the naval am]fplies. and is
entirely apart from the industrial and mechanical business of
construction and repair. This will be clear to you when I explain
that at the date of appraisal, in 1899, the total value of the machin-
ery plant of the navy-yards doing repair work amounted to less
than 10 per cent of their total value.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Will the gentleman permit an interrup-
tion?

Mr. FOSS. Yes.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Will the gentleman kindly state the date
of that card?

Mr. FOSS. I can not say; there is no date on the inside.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Some time this year?

Mr. FOSS. It is a card I received during the last few months,

Mr. FITZGERALD. I wish to call the attention of the chair-
man to the fact that Admiral Bowles refers to an appraisal made
in 1899. I call the attention to the appraisal given in his own re-
port, showing the value June 80, 1901, that the total value of all
the yards, machinery, and equipment aggregates $78,900,000: and
eliminating the foreign—if we can call them foreign—mnaval sta-
tions, the chairman’s own reports bring the value of these plants
to over $70,000,000.

Mr. METCALF. Nearly $30,000,000,

Mr. FITZGERALD. It brings it up to $30,000,000 more than
what the gentleman says Admiral Bowles puts it at. .

Mr. FOSS. That takes in the foreign stations.

Mr. METCALF. It takes them all in.

Mr, FOSS. In the card you will find that this is the basis for
their statement that has been sent out; i. e., they quote from ex-
actly the same report, from the Paymaster-General of the Navy
report in 1899, page 84, where we find the value of the navy-yard

lants used for repairing vessels put at $42,895,000. Admiral
wles has taken their card and shown from their own card that
they have perverted facts.
r. RIXEY. Will the gentleman permit a question?

Mr. FOSS. I prefer to go along now.

Mr. RIXEY. I simply wanted to know if the statement of
Admiral Bowles was a public document?

Mr, FOSS. It will be in to-morrow’s RECORD; it has not been
published yet. Now, as to another statement——

Mr. METCALF. Will the gentleman pardon me? In fairness,
having criticised the statement sent out by the Vallejo Chamber
of Commerce, I ask that he publish this card for the pu of
showing whether or not any misstatement has been made. E think
it is but fair that that should go into the RECORD.

Mr. FOSS., Now, Mr. Chairman, here is another card which
has been sent out by the Vallejo Chamber of Commerce, and upon
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it you will see the picture of two ships, one the Monterey and the

other the Monadnoek. The Montereg was built at the Union

IymndWorkB, and the Monadnock was built at Mare Island Navy-
ard. -

Now, they made the statement on this card that the difference
in cost to date as between these two vessels which they say are
very nearly alike, but upon which there is justly a great differ-
ence of opinion, that the difference in cost to date is $530,000 in
favor of the ship built at the Mare Island Navy-Yard. Now, I
want to read you what Admiral Bowles, the chief constructor in
the Navy, says about that:

MEMORANDUM FOR THE COMMITTEE ON NAVAL AFFATRS OF THE HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES.

‘WASHINGTON, D. C., April 21, 1902,

tat ts of the cost of the Monadnock,
, built by contract, the princi

In regard to the parative
built by the Government, and the Montere ;
error made in the statements on t cards consists in the entire omission
of the amounts expended by the Government on the Monadnock in the con-
struction of the hull and machinery up to the time that the vessel was
turned over to the Mare Island Navy-Yard for completion, under the au-
ﬂ:loriti granted by the act of March §, 1888, so that the statements of cost
given by the Vallejo Chamber of Commerce include only the amounts ex-
pen: uent to that date. An accurate statement of the comparative
cost of the hull and mchinugﬂot the Monadnock and Monterey is given be-
low, and instead of showin, t the Monadnock was built at the navy-yard
for $530,981 less than the tguion Iron Works built the Monterey, on the con-
o the Monadnock cost $337,199.16 more than the Monterey for correspond-

tems.

nder the circumstances, it is not necessary to cumber this account with
any description of the differences existing between the vessels which make
%{fmtmy a much more valuable and expensive ship if contemporaneously

Cost of Monadnock.
Hull prior to act of 1883 €585, 600, 61
Hull since act of 1883 . .. 041, 200.77
Steam engineering prior to act of 1883 98,110, 01
Steam enginee: since act of 1883 __ 5 501,431, 81
Ordnance since act of 1883 . ___.__.___. - 79,352, 29
Equipment since act of 1888 ... . . icooiooociiiiiiecaecmcaieaaa- 8,788.78
O] e s s e e e s S e e e L L S D T Y
Corresponding cost of Monterey.
i[-lull and machinery, paid contractors .-ccceeerererceccrecmnnnann §1, 632, 985. 06
Extras to contractors:
Construction and repair ..o 121, 236. 60
Steam engineering 82,823.00
Trial-trip eXpenses . o oo oaenccemaamemasassere . mas 11,547.42
Total pald contractorB . ..cccmurme canrsnnsarsnnsncnnnmsennasas 1,799,192.08
Work done ‘b¥ Government:
Constructlon RO TODBIT . - cciviiairanemnsrssminens mmanns snass 67,084, 55
Steam engineering ___... 4,540.43
Ordnance ....... 1,886.16
Equipment 617.89
otal et Cpane R - 1,872,780.11
F.T. BOWLES,

Chief Constructor United States Navy.,

Mr. METCALF. That statement made in that card was taken
from Senate Document 175, furnished by the Secretary of the
Navy, and they have subsequently corrected it in another card
giving the absolute cost of the ship to the Government. The gen-
tleman from Illinois must have received that subsequent card
and statement.

Mr. FOSS. No; I have not received it.

Mr. METCALF. I have received it, and I will explain it at
the proper time.

Mr. II‘)SSS Now, there is another matter——

Mr. FITZGERALD. Before thiesentleman passes from that

int, will he say whether it is sta there that the cost of un-
goin work which had been done was estimated by one of the
naval constructors as greater than the cost of doing the work
from the beginning?

Mr. FOSS. I did not catch the gentleman’s question.

Mr. FITZGERALD. I ask the gentleman whether it does not
appear from that card that a naval constructor has given it as his
opinion that tearing out the work which had been done by con-
tract amounted practically to as much, if not more, than the
building of the entire ship anew.

Mr. FOSS. I do not find that statement here.

Mr. FITZGERALD. If that statement is made, I think the
House should know it.

Mr. FOSS. Here is the card. If the gentleman can find it
there, well and good.

Now, here is another card which has been sent out, showing
the cost of different vessels.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

M;.ﬁ FOSS. I ask unanimous consent that I may finish my re-
marks.

Mr. FITZGERALD. Iask that the gentleman be allowed to
proceed until he has concluded his remarks.

XXXV—3837

The CHAIRMAN. That consent is unnecessary, as the gentle-
man controls the time himself.

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. I hope the gentleman will go on
and tell us all he can about this bill.

Mr, FOSS. Here is another card showing the cost of the differ-
ent vessels. Admiral Bowles has taken one of these cards which
has been sent to members of Congress and furnishes this state-
ment thereon. Here is the card:

=1 = . 2 -
. = Zh
o . =] ok
: | gk HIE l
§ | 23 | mumewy— (55 ng 5%
i g8 ® §
- = - -
4 £ ggl 2 & §
o] o &) a
Tons,
575,000 {10,288 18630
047,117 (10,288 | 687
933,871 10,288 | 581
6,294 8,{]10.(1]}‘ ..... a0 i 478 5.8‘?1,&}! 11,340 | 662
£31 | 2,250,000 | Newport..... 320 | 5,593,077 |11,540 | 485
2,950,000 |..._.do_.......| BIT | 5,482 455 (11,540 | 475
802 | 2,565,000 |. 5,844,184 (11,565 | 506
L802 | 2,650,000 6,028,813 11,565 | 511
802 | 2,674,950 6,085,201 (11,653 | 510
,189 | 2,885 000 | Cramp....... 404 | 5,674,141 {12,300 | 461
179 | 2,885,000 | Newport..... 402 | 5,677,550 (12,230 | 464
884 | 2,809,000 P 892 | 5,612,837 |12,440 | 451
e L Newport.....|..... 6,176,612 |15,014 | 404
Pennsylvania ... |._..... AR Cramp _......|---.. 5,236,418 (14,014 | 873
|

We find from the mommng&g table that the prices of finished ships
have fallen from ?&ﬁ)perton in , when the Union and the Cramps had no
(})})positiom to §451 in 1898, when they had the competition of the Newport

ews, and _to $44 per ton in 1901, when they had the competition of the
%at.h Iron Works, Fore River Ship Company, the Morans, and the Newport

aws.

Or, had they built the Ohio in 1890 instead of in 1898, and had ¢ for
her the same price that the cbar%d for building the Oregon, viz, per
to'?':r would have cost instead of %.81283? a difference of

4 40 5 1

‘We take the hull and machinery as a basis to figure the profit to the con-
tractor, as the price of armor does not figure in the building. It is said that
the Newport News built the hull and mg.chinergrgi; the Kentucky for about
cost, which is §317 per ton. Granting this to be , we find that the Union
Iron Works charged $i76 per ton for the Orefon, a profit {ﬁl.mm. Add-
mgdspeed preminm, 175,000, will make a total profit of £1,608,07 on the hull
and machinery.

Profit on the Massachusetts, adding speed premium, $100, makes a net
profit of §1,560.851. Profit on the Indiana, speed preminm of , makes a
net profit of §1,392,304. There were, in addition to these figures, from §150,000
to $250,000 paid as extras on the hull and machinery, grim:gall for chan,
the profit on which was not less than two-thirds, on]?tvi be added to
their net profits as stated above. F

Profit on the Jowa, §984,652, Add speed premium of $217,420 makes a net
profit of §1,202,072.

i From 1590 tﬁ llﬂﬂtlhthe rices paid tfiol: :r;%ter{al gd wagrea has lﬁ:ain B;jteadﬂy
ne , while the prices charged by the contractors for finis has
beel;%ly em-oas? i

dec: ng.
m;em the above you can see what competition has done for the Govern-
ment.
Do you wonder that the contractors oppose the building of battle shi:
%-111: tl;;;:avy-yarda? ‘We do not, for we know the profits t-hegf have made g
a

They do not want the competition of the navy-yards.
‘Why not divide the profits with the horny-handed sons of toil instead of
giting it all to the favored few? The latter are now rich enough.

Here is the statement of Admiral Bowles:

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY,
BUREAU OF CONSTRUCTION AND REPATR,
Washington, D, C., April 21, 1902,

This card gives the cost of each of the battle ships, per gross ton, which is

an unsuitable method of comparison, as the gross to: merely represents
g:c%nbiml;} capacity of the hull, and therefore is not a measure of the con-
work.

I inclose a table of cost of battle shiéns, based npon the contract weight,

exclusive of armor and armament—that is, the cost per ton is the cost per

ton of weight contracted for in the hull, machinery, and fittings. Down to

the Wisconsin in this table the figures are the actual returned cost—that is,

iqcludjnf the contract price and extras. From the Maine to the Pennsylva-

nia it is the contract price alone, and the amounts will probably show, when

completed, from §20 to $30 more per ton. It is true that the

Kentucky were built at probably less than cost, and the price

oertai::ldsf involves no profit. The first battle ships, Oregon, Massachusetts,
1 the builders, but

and Indiana, must have brought a considerable profit
ve not been unreasonable, and this table

earsarge and
per ton,

since their time the profits
clearly shows the advantages of competition.

F.T. BOWLE%
Chief Constructor United States Navy.

»
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Cost of battle ships.
Cost of hull Cost

Ogtgitrggt and machin- g:g;.

St | Y s, | fom. | year.
B %"Iuiﬂ 23, 736, 180. 67 656 1680
5,691.10 [ 3,338)570.88 | =588 | 1890
5,601.10 | 8,261,857, 22 8573 1880
6,492.90 | 8,235,614, T1 =408 1893
6,839.21 | 2, 441,616.49 » 385 1896
6,330.21 | 2,442,282, 62 8385 1896
6,891. 72 | 2,651,088 33 s 415 1896
6,301.72 | 2.755.206.50 | =431 | 1896
6,861. 72 | 2, V8T, 606. 65 =436 1596
, 184,91 | 2,885, 000.00 b401 1808
,184.01 | 2,885,000.00 401 1598
184,91 | 2,599, 000,00 b 403 1508
8,874.00 | 3,580,000.00 v 405 1901
,671.00 | 3,880, 000.00 406 1901

. * Actual returned cost. b Contract price.

Now, here are some more cards which have been sent out,

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Asto some of these ships, was not
a part of the hull built in Europe and brought over here?

1. FOSS. The gentleman may refer to two hips which were
bought during the Spanish war—the Albany and the New Orleans,
which were built at Sir William Thomson’s works, I think,

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. My information—given, I believe,
on some of these cards—is that the machinery or some part of
some of these vessels was bought in some foreign country. Was
it the Texas?

Mr. FOSS. The plansof the Texaswere designed by an English-
man in the employ of Sir William Thomson. I may say that I
met the gentleman two years agomk Those were plans purchased

Secretary Whitney, who, I think, paid in the neighborhood of
,000 for them. But since then our own American designers
have planned all our ships.

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. The gentleman will pardon me for
interrnpting, but I would like to know whether the plans which
we bought abroad and which were nsed on the Texas were satis-
factory. Have they not proved unsatisfactory?

Mr. FOSS. Yes; I think they have proved unsatisfactory. A

t many alterations were necessary in the Tewas, amounting,
perhaps, to $300,000 all told. I presume that those alterations
were necessitated in some degree by the defects in the Bul?na

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee, information is t they

were.

Mr. FOSS. I think g:hapa that was almost entirely the cause,
although it may have been somewhat from other canses.

Mr.n%IAYNABD. Is it not a fact that plans which had been
rejected by the English Government were purchased by the
United States?

Mr. FOSS. I do not know whether that was the fact.

Mr. MAYNARD. Is it not generally conceded to have been
the fact?

Mr. FOSS. I have heard a good deal to that effect.

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. One of these cards states that as a
fact.

A MemBER. There is no denial of it.

Mr. LESSLER. Who did the gentleman say bought those

lans?
s Mr. FOSS. Secretary Whitney. -

There are a number of things stated on these cards which are
not absolutely true. I donot wish to state that the gentleman
who sent out these cards and who was responsible for these so-
called facts is willfully and maliciously g to hoodwink the
American Congress. on]Iy desire to say that the real facts aze
not accurately stated, and I think this House ought to know it.

Now, here is an interesting card which has been sent out:
¢ Some nuts for the combine to crack.” Now, I do not stand
here representing any combine; I do not stand here representing
the shipbuilders of this country. Ihave no affiliations with them
* whatever. I simply stand here to call the attention of members

of this House tothe actunal facts. I donot care whether the ships
are built in the navy-yards or whether they are built under pri-
vate contract, but as a representative of the American people,
realizing that it costs millions and millions of dollars to build up
a navy, six and seven millions to build a battle ship, six and seven
millions to build an armored cruiser, and after you have com-
pleted each, $1,000 a day to maintain it; realizing that the Amer-
ican Navy is a great, yes, a great, luxury, you may say, in times
of peace, but an absolute and mighty necessity in times of war;
izing that we must have a navy and that it costs many mil-
lions to build it, as a representative of the American gif:l_e I
propose to see to it that the money that we put into the buildin,
of ships and into the maintenance of our men and officers an

into the maintenance of our naval yards on the shore shall go

the very farthest that a dollar will for the public interest and
for the public welfare. Iéﬁjpplanse.]

. If it costs less to build ships in the navy-yards, I am for build-
ing ships in the navy-yards; if it costs less to build them under
private contract, I am for that. But I am above all for the con-
struction of our ships ‘jiust where it will cost the least money and
take a less number of dollars out of the pockets of the American
people. Now, what about this card, ** Some nuts to crack?”’ Let
us crack a few. This is what the card says:

‘When the present stone dock af Mare Island Navy-Yard was completed
the Government gave the contract to construct the caisson to the Union Iron

Works for $78,000.
A few years later they needed a new caiseon, and the job of building it was
given to the Mare Island mechanics, who built it for s'fr.l]m. Itisheavierand

of better workmanship than the one constructed for the Government by the

Union Iron Works. e Government saved on this job $41,000, or over 100
per cent. 'This gives you an idea of what contractor’s profits are.

Last year the Bureaun of Yards and Docks wanted built. They ad-
vertised for bids, and the Union Iron Works bid the Risdon

&
14, )
‘Works hid $30,000, the mechanics at the Mare Island gl’aw'{;?'ard bid to do the

was but §10,0() the plans

work for §12,500. As the amonnt allotted for the
rd. on account of the showing on the other

were modified and the navy-
brld_djngé éwas given the job. e barge was built for less than the amount

Here is a letter from Admiral Bowles, in which he says that
Admiral Endicott has furnished him with accompanying memo-
randa relative to the Vallejo Chamber of Commerce card, and
concerning the first three Npha in regard to a caisson and
a barge built at the Mare d Navy-Yard:

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY,
BUREAU OF CONSTRUCTION AND REPAIR,
Washington, D. C., April 23, 1008,
. DrAR Mg. Foss: Admiral Endicott bas furnished me with the accompany-
ing memoranda relating to a Va.nefo Chamber of Commerce card,and con-
cerning the first three raphs in regard to a caisson and a barge built at
the Mare Island N;

avy-Yard.

In regard to the statements of cost for putti
nock, I can only say that the usual price is from
not account for the statements in made.

the armor on the Monad-
to $20 a ton, so that I can
Very sincerely,

F. T. BOWLES.
Hon. GEo. EDMUND Foss.
Chairman Committee on Naval Affairs, House of Representatives.

Now, to read the memoranda:

MEMORANDA RELATIVE TO CRANE SCOW, NAVY-YARD, MARE ISLAND, CAL.

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY, BUREAU oF YARDS AND DOOCKS,
Washington, D. C., April 25, 1902,

The construction of a erane scow for the navy-vard, Mare Island, Cali-
{gmm‘ - was authorized by the act of June 7, 1900, and $12,000 appropriated

eraior.

Under date of December 4, 1900, Civil Engineer Hollyday submitted a de-
sign for a barge, stating that the design was gotten up by the naval con-
structor at his request; that after it was prepared it was found that it conld
not be built within the appropriation; that he also imates from
the Union Iron Works and the Risdon Iron Works of SBan Francisco, both
estimates being higher than the estimate of the naval constructor. The Bu-
rean was never informed of the amount of any of the estimates. At the
BRI, dnaaitima tghteh%ivﬂ engineer tr:quo%todtauthori: to %?O’nstrucm lt nvlia:;g& s&g%ﬂr
in one wn, to cost not more n ea X or
the {nagl]atim of machinery and derrick.

Under date of December 20, 1900, the Bureau authorzed the preparation of
plans for a $10,000 pontoon. . @

Under date of ber 27, 1900, the civil engineer submitted drawings for
a steel pontoon for a 40-ton derrick, stating that the naval constructor esti-
mated the cost of the same to be §10,000 manufactured in the

Under date of January 15, 1901, the Bureaun approved the plans and author-
ized the work to be by the yard force, the entire work, ineluding the
installation of the derrick, to come within the appropriation of §12,000.

Under date of February 19, 1902, the Burean was informed t the scow
was launched at 2.30 p. m., February 11, 1902.

The report of material and labor agge‘]lsd for the month of February shows
that the following expenditures had made to March 1, 1902, viz:

9,141, 80
The Bureau never advertised for bids for doing this work, and never an-
thorized the navy- authorities to secure estimates from any contractors.
It will be seen t the scow, as orighm]ls' b“mﬁ was upon a plan revised
from that originally mntempln?:ed. and upon which estimates were made.

Mr. METCALF. All this shows is that the work was done for
less than the amount appropriated. -
Mr. FOSS. Now, about the caisson:

MEMORANDUM IN REGARD TO COST OF CAISS0N FOR THE MARE ISLAXD
DRY DOCK.

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY, BUREAU oF YARDS ANXD DoOCKS,

Washington, D, C., April 25, 1902,
The first was built in 1884 at a cost of 000. It was constructed of iron
at a time when prices were very high, plates costing from 0.0235 to 0.0240 of a
caniper pound, angles about 0.
cen

of a cent per pound, tees 0.0275 to 0.08 of a
ms and

nnels 0.0850 of a cent.
The caisson now in use was constructed in 1897, fourteen years after the
first, and of steel, when prices were much lower than in 1583, shapes of dif-
ferent kini from about 0.02 to 0.029 of a cent per pound. This cais.

dB
gon cost mmﬁ :

The difference in cost between these two caissons is, therefore, §18.258.38,
This is accounted for to a great degree by the decreased cost of materials
and in & measure by the fact that the first caisson was built upon a new and
cowmtimlg novel design, and, according to recollection, there was not
m competition upon the letting of the first.

So that you will see from the reading of these cards that here
are misstatements of facts, and we have here the testimony of the
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c]:uef of a great Bureau in the Navy Department as against the
of a man'who does niot put his name to the cards.
M%TCALF It is not the testimony of the chief of the
Bnretm but he takes the statement of the Chief of the Bureaw of
Yards and
Mr. FOSS, Pm“"’“,l}f the same thjn
Mr. METCALF. Wi the gentleman permit a question?
Mr. FOSS. Yes.
Mr. METCALF. Youreceived some 40 or 50 of these cards?
Mr. FOSS. Yes; a good many of them.
Mr. METCALF. And the only ones youw desire fo eriticise are
those to which you call the attention of the committee?
Mr.. The only ones'I desire to criticise are those I call
attention to.

Mr. METCALF. Nearlyall these cards you have submitted to
the chief constructor of the Navy?

Mr. FOSS. No, sir

Mr. METCALF, H'e has reported on nearly all of them.

Mr. FOSS. No: only a few of them, upon which I consider
they based their argunment in favor of buildi g ships in the navy-
yards; and I submitted them to the chief constructor

Mr, METCALF,. Has not he stated in the main that the facts
stated in the cards are correct, that they correctly state the facts?

Mr. FOSS. Iithe main?

Mr. METCALF.. Yes.

M. FOSS. There are very few facts given. in any of these
cards anyway, so far as that is concerned.

Mr. METCALP. You received a card, did you not, setting
forth the time in‘which vesselswere constructed in rivata yards,
that there was not a single ship constructed under private con-
tract that was finished in the time?

Mr. FOSS.. Yes; I received a card of that character.

Mr. METCALF. Was that card submitted to Admiral Bowles?
BOMrI. FOSS. Yes; I'think that card was submitted to Admiral

wles.

Mr. METCALF, Have you his answer toit? If you have, I
should like to have youn read it.

FOSS. That was upon the question of the time. Now, I
am ta.]lnng about the m%uestwn of comparative cost of building in
Government navy-yards and under private contract, an entirely
different question..

Here is another card' and Admiral Bowles's comment upon it:

BHIFBUILDING IN GOVERNMENT NAVY-TARDS.

wE-hift labor is 40 percent higher; the Government will build
1 the contracto Look over these figures:
ent No. 175, F‘iﬂy-seve‘nﬂ:l
has paid under contract for and
01";&,621 720, They have paid to the contractors for changes
Bb. "‘Gper cent.

Coticeding
c!:eaper than

%lﬁm or

Ome example: The contraet for the building of the Virginia; 7,500 tons,
Févm; tt?) ﬁhs Newport News Company for $3,590,000, which is at the rate
#b . e&?o rt News Campnny built the Kenfucky and the Kearsarge,
and 7,087 tons; for $817 per ton.
that the profit of the F’t’rg!ﬂia, ;\-ebmal'u, New Je a.'nd
tha ode Island, 51 11 be not less than rtbn
probably be more than that, but Eake that amount to ga
Contmctcostofthaaeshrps‘?mtons.ats&m .......... PR ss,ﬁso,mo
Profit at basisof $100 Perton. . cc oot cican csranenceswanss ety v R 750,000
Cost- of BRID-10tho CORITAGION. .« e s rrsuarermans sovminscsvwm—— 2, 840,000

of this class estimate that onie half the contractor's cost is for ma-
tsurlnl sn the other half is for labor,

Contractor’scost for labor. . ..ccoonniccaaicaiiian EETECR e $1, 420,000
Contractor’s cost for material .....coceecanaa.s RS ek ST 1,420,000
Total cost of ship for labor and material. _._....._......_... .. 2,810,000
BSame ship if built in the na: y'srds, granting that it does cost 40 per cent
more for labor, the material ot cost any more, for the Government

buys it as chenp a8 the contractor.

Contractor’s coBt Lor IRDOT - . ocniic i ciniararirs s e e e a e Gl §1, 420,000
Add 40 per cent more, which, it is chimed, the Govm-nment has to
pay for its labor in the navy-yards._ 568, 000

Cost for labor in navy- ynrds
Cost of material for ship

Cost of shipin navy-FArdB ..o oo cicccc i ccisnni caaas weee 3,408,

Cost of same ship, contract price for hull and machinery .
Cost for changes, at 5.78 per cent ...
Inspection charges, estima

Total cost of hull and machinery when built by contract.....
Cost of ship if builtat the navy-yard oo cciii i cciivae e wee 8,408,

Difference in favor of the navy-Fard. oo v cen e ccias 888, T84
‘With all the handicap the navy-yards build the shrps for less ﬂm‘n the con-~
tractors charge the Government for the same ships.

There is al.so a large item of saving in the navy-yard built ship, for it costs

less for

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY,
BUREAU oF CONSTRUCTION AND REPATR,
Wasliington, D. C., April 21, 1008,
I have made a comparative statement of the cost of the Firginia built in a
navy-yard and built by contract, upon the same method as shown on this, the

page 9, shows- thﬂr the:
ey 8 mmrinl. one-third of net cost_.

above card, but making the profitcorrespond to theactual difference incost per
tonof the I«":rp:m‘a amf Kearsarge. Ihavealsoadded 10 per cent to the material
coettaothe Government, and Npormtkiﬂﬁho ‘contract costof labor, instead of

ﬁ cmtugivenonthe The I\Pn cent has been taken from the
ts' in' my beaﬁnm% before the Naval Committee t.hat- the wages
at navy-yards were from 40 per cent higher than

vate This remark a ]ieﬁtot‘he -] and not t.at!m cnsrﬂ!
Yoot R s e S5 ckphined o1
that the cost 7 hourin a mwy-

yard, ow‘inﬁmto the dsﬁarenoe of hours of labo&- a‘nd i hohdnyq, isl"{[l per
n:tlls inapriva hya memorandum

typical comparison in the wayltlgggaitahoulﬂ bomnds,inwh:luhl

hnve allowed the cost of labor in a navy-yard to be double the contractor’s

lsbor which I think wou]d be nearer s truth than 70 per cent, and this

brings the excess cost of the navy-yard ship, over the con cost to be’

25.8 per cent, and it is' my opinion that this }.a a moderate estimate under

present conditions.
F.T. BO‘W‘I’_..E%
Chief Constructor Unifed States Navy.

Cost of the Virginia, built in a navy-yard.

The actual cost of the hull and machinery of the Kearsarge as completed
was §2,441,016.49, and the actual weight of itemscontracted ?'i-. 6,339 tons, so
that the cost per ton was §385,

'I‘ha oost per ton contract weight of the Virginia is mﬁ amount-

Extras, T e e s 8. 00 101
m“é&“é“ﬁe;'ea;;:::::::::::::‘.::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 8,196,550
ofﬁmmmaﬁgmdegiﬁtmranchﬁrwnwbepmﬂaursHpertoninstead
T R s e e o e U T

T 0 T DD caswe st s b o s A2 8,408,828

Assnme one-half cost to be labor and one-ha.lr mberinl, it is my opinion
that the material will cost 10 (ﬁ'er cent more if purchased b ernmen

and that under existing con tion»sof wage:iynid hours l.n‘hor absence o
lidays, and leaves of al

work, . Iamof the opinion that
the labor charges in the yards would be at least 7 i) per cent more,
Contractor's cost of lahor plus 70 per cent. « v oovonsomcneen cocane s%,
Contractor's cost of material plus 10 per cent "73,4&0

Cost of Virginia built innavy-yard .. ....cccoeeae - 4,088, 865

Cost of Virginia built by contract,
Co! t!ﬂ-ctprlon

Total.. avimmnmat | O SR DA
Difference in favor of the contractor (aqnals 23 per cent of the con-
tract cost) 852, 081

Typical comparison of cost of ship built by contract and in Government
navy-yards,

COXTRACT COST.
Labor, two-thirds of net cost ..

Total cost to contractor....... OEPESELl e b S - 8,880,000
Proﬂt-,at-ll]percent........... - 38, 000
Cost of Government mspactmu_-.

Cost to Government. ........

COST IN nmvr—vum.

Tabor, double COMIACtOT'S IADOT -« ..v e eeeemen e s cemeis cesst o eean 8,200,000
Material, contractor's material plus 10 per cent ...... I 880, 000
IEEOORE <. ity e e i 4,080,000
General expense, 15 per cent . 612,
Cost to GOVerNIBNL. - o e o nm o mamncmmne s F s m e b S 4, 682, 000
Excess (eqiials 25.8 per cent 0f cONtract Co8t) .o uavenovmsresaeee 961,000

Cost of labor per hour at a private yard.
[Average wage, §2 per day.]
306 days; at 10'hours, st say $2 per day, 3,000 hours.

g e 1T e BT B e S
Cost of labor per howr at a navy-yard.

[Average wage, §2.52 per day.]

Mr. WHEELER. I haye listened with a good deal of mtomst
to the argnments of the chairman of the committee, and I must
confess to some degree of astonishment, in view of the fact that
he is the anthor of this report, and I think he owes it to the com-
mittee to state whether or not he is now argning against the con-
struction of ships in Government navy-yards, and if so, whether
he proposes to oppose that provigion of the bill providing for the
construction of at least a part of the ships in Government navy-

yards.

Mr. FOSS. I will answer my friend from Kentucky. I am
here advocating the naval a gﬁpﬁaﬁon bill as it was reported
to the House from the Naval Committee. I am infavor of every
proposition in this bill.

1. WHEELER. Then—

Mr, FOSS. Now, hold on just a moment. I believe that that
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provision is wise which leaves it within the discretion of the Sec-
retary of the Navm build ships in the navy-yards, and makes it
mandatory upon him to build one ship in a navy-yard. I stand
for every provision in that bill; but I think it is my duty to call
the attention of the members of the House to a whole bundle of
misstatements which have been sent here which they have not
the time, if they had the inclination, to investigate, so that when
the proposition comes before the House they will have as broad
and wimd large information as any member upon the Naval
Committee. In other words, I propose that the House shall be
fully informed.

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. Chairman, I felt confident that the
position of the gentleman was as he has stated it, and he will
pardon me for saying that I think by dignifying these cards he
has attracted much more attention to them than they would
have otherwise received. I do not believe that the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. Foss] has been misled by them, nor do I think
any member of the committee or the House will be misled by
them, and I do not think the gentleman is doing either himself
or his committee justice in leaving the impression in the minds
of some, ibly, that the controversy over the construction of
ships in govemment navy-yards grew out of the action of the
Vallejo b(':‘lommercial Club, or Chamber of Commerce, or whatever
it may be.

Mr, FOSS. I only serve my purpose when I call the attention
of the members of the House to the fact that these cards are not
to be taken seriously. I feel that it is my duty as chairman of
this committee to lay before the House all the information which
I possess, in order that the{amay intelligently vote upon these
questions, because I realize that in the multiplicitiﬁtlaﬂf the business
which falls npon every member of the House he not the time
to study and investigate and ferret out all of these questions. I
believe that he looks to the chairman of a committee and to the
members of a committee standing as representatives of the great
naval establishment of our country to point out any defects which
may aj in publication which may have a tendency to influ-
ence t}Ee members of the House, sent here, as these have been,
week in and week out. I consider that it is his bounden duty not
to withhold a single bit of information that would enlighten them
and upon which it is necessary for them to have some understand-
ing in order to vote intelligently. Now, gentlemen, I will not

ursue this question further. So far as these cards are concerned,
fthink, in view of the fact that there are so many misstatements
in them, they have not done the cause of building ships in navy-
yards one bit of good whatever.

Now, mind you, there has been another movement, and that is
on the part of the labor unions of the country. They have sent
resolutions and dpetitions here, and similar petitions have come
also from the old soldiers to the members of this House, request-
ing the House to put a E‘hp‘mw'ae;icun in the bill providing for the
building of one or more ships in Government navy-yards. They
have the sacred right of petition. I put them entirely upon a
different footing than I do these gentlemen who send out these
cards with amisstatement of the facts. They have madeanappeal
along correct lines. They have had a hearing before the Naval
Committee. We have considered their case, and I do not put
them in the same category as the Vallejo Chamber of Commerce,
which has been sending out these cards, which, according to our
naval authorities, whoare the best judges, contain a perversion of
facts and 2 NS 3

Now, Mr. Chairman, I stand here for every provision in this
bill, including that one making it mandatory upon the Secre-
tary of the Navy to build at least one ship in a Government navy-
yard, because I think it is a good experiment to try.

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. He can"build them all there, can

he not?

Mr. FOSS. It is within his discretion to build them all there,
but he must build one. The committee so decided it. It was
+ not my judgment, but the committee having so decided it, and
standing here as the representative of the committee, I am for
the provision. Let there be no question about that. [Applause.]
But when I say I am for this provision I propose to tell you,
for it is only just that I should tell you, why we have heretofore
been opposed to building ships in Government navy-yards. In
the first place, we have tried the experiment. We have built in
Government navy-yards the Maine, the Texas, the Raleigh, and
the Cincinnati. Two were built in the New York Navy-Yard and
two in the Norfolk Navy-Yard. The vessels were begun, accord-
ing to Admiral Bowles’s testimony, in 1888 to 1890, and he says:

I will compare them with the cost of vessels that were baﬁ‘m about the
same time, @ have not their exact counte: in the service anywhere,
but it is fair to compare the Maine and the 3 with the Idiana, which
was in 1891, and was the first of the modern battle ships,
nﬁ&rﬂ? OUDENSLAGER. Is the Indiana larger than either

h;‘zr. BowrEes. Yes; the Indiana is rated at 10,288 tons and the Texas at

300, while the Maine is rated at 6,600 tons. The Maine cost somewhat more
ginm the Teras, and I am going totake the Texas and the Raleigh, which we

Maine or the

up to
basis o

built at Norfolk, for comparison, because I think it is a little more fair. The
Texras was begun June 1, 1883, and she was commissioned in August, 1895,
She was under construction, therefore, for six years. The Indiana was be-
gun in May, 1861, and commissioned in November, 1805, She was under con-
struction four years. The cost of the Texas for hull and machinery was
fz‘nqo,cm a.pgmximntely«almoet $3.000,000. The contract price for the
ndiana for hull and machinery was $3063,000. That is the comparison that
you usually hear, and gfople will tell you that a 6,000-ton ship built in the
NAVY-

yard costs as much as a 10,000-ton battle ship built outside.

Mr. VANDIVER. May I ask the chairman a question?

Mr, FOSS. Wait until I get through with this, if you will, I
do not mean to be discourteous.

Mr. VANDIVER. Certainly; neither do I

Mr, FOSS (continuing the reading):

Taking the cost per ton of hull and machinery, of course, the Texas runs
& ton, and in the Indiana it is $538 a ton; so that the Teras, on that

£ cumlm.rison costs 52 per cent per ton of the hull and machinery more
than the Indiana. i

Mr. VANDIVER. Just at that point. ‘

Mr. FOSS (continuing). Then he goes on and makes a state-
ment of the total cost of shipbuilding, after putting on the armor
and the armament, showing that—

The cost of the Indiana on that basis was approximately $6,000,000, and the
cost of the Texas was $4,200,000. The cost of the Teras per ton was $819, and
the cost of the Indiana per ton, completed, was $369, so that the Texas cost
more than the Indiana by 22.4 per cent per ton.

That was on the completed ship. Then also on the cost of the
Minneapolis and the Raleigh he makes a comparison showing
that on the hull and machinery alone it cost 70 per cent more to
build the ship per ton in Government navy-yards than in private
yards—that is, simply on the hull and machinery.

Mr. VANDIVER. Now, if the gentleman will allow me?

Mr. MAYNARD. Isitnota fact that Constructor Bowles in
that testimony says that in the construction of the Texas and the
Raleigh and the Maine and Cincinnali that certain materials
and tools were bought that were not consumed in the construc-
tion of the ships, but were charged to the ships; and would not
that increase the relative cost?

Mr. FOSS. I think the; ssent in the neighborhood of $125,000
mﬁnt the navy-&ard in a little better shape.

r. HUL ill the gentleman allow me to ask him a ques-
tion for information?

Mr. FOSS. Certainly. -

Mr. HULL. The Indiana is not quite double, but over one-
third larger than the Maine and the Texas?

Mr. FOSS. Yes, sir.

Mr. HULL. Is there an advantage in the cost per ton of build-
ing a large ship over the cost per ton of building a small ship?
In other words, take two ships, one of 10,500 tons and one of 6,500
tons; would it not cost less per ton to build the 10,500-ton ship
than the 6,500 ton? I want to ask that information only.

Mr. FOSS. Idonot know that I can state positively about that.

Mr. VANDIVER. Now, will the chairman yield to me fora
question? I could not quite distinctly hear all that he was read-
ing. 'Was the report that you were reading from a part of the
hearing of Constructor Bowles?

Mr. FOSS. Yes.

Mr. VANDIVER. At what time?’

Mr. FOSS. This was in our hearings of the first session of the
Fifty-sixth COIH‘;Ereﬁa.

Mr. VAND . A further question: Did not Constructor
Bowles in that same hearing also explain why it was that a ship
constructed in the navy-yard costs more than a ship constructed
in the private yards, and did he not give it as his opinion at that
time that the Government ought to build ships in the navy-yards?

Mr. FOSS. Admiral Bowles at that time thought the Govern-
ment ought to build some ships in the navy-Iynrdﬂ.

Mr. VANDIVER. That is the fact, and I think it onght to be
brought out.

Mr, FOSS. It is true that the naval constructors are generally
in favor of building ships in the navy-yards. It is their profes-
sion, it is their business, just as lawyers are in favor of trying
cases, just as doctors desire patients, just as one professional or
another is ambitious and is desirous to pursue his calling. I be-
lieve that universally the naval constructors are in favor of build-
ing ships, although Admiral Bowles said this. His latest testi-
mony upon thigll)oint is that it will cost-the Government 25 per
cent more to build ships in Government navy-yards than under
private contract.

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair understood the agreement
reached just prior to the House going into Committee of the
‘Whole that to-day should be devoted to general debate, the time
to be equally divided between the gentleman from Illinois and
the gentleman from Louisiana, and under that arrangement, as-
suming that the committee will rise at 5 o’clock, the gentleman
from Illinois has used one half of the time.

Mr. MEYER of Louisiana. Mr. Chairman, I am content to
couce(ias all the time that my colleague requires to conclade his
remarks,
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Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. Mr. Chairman, I would like to
ask the gentleman from Illinois a question.

Mr. FOSS. Very well.

Mr. WM. ALD SMITH. I have great respect for the gen-
tleman from Illinois, and would like to know whether it is his
opinion that it is to the advantage of the Government in letting
its contracts for new ships to have yards in which may be con-
structed vessels independently of private contract.

Mr. FOSS. I think it is well for the Government to have a
few yards where, in case of necessity—in case of war—they could
construct ships. But I think it would be a very extravagant
policy to fit up all the navy-yards for the construction of ships,

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. May we not get better figures in
private contracts by reason of the fact that we are competent and
prepared to build ships ourselves?

Mr. FOSS. Yes; probably so.

Mr. WM. ALDEN SMITH. I think it ought to in a matter of
s0 great importance.

Mr. FOSS. Now, the reasons urged by those who contend that
the Government can not build ships in the navy-yards cheaper
than in private yards are these: First, I have shown by our ex-
perience that we have not been able to do it in the past. But
gentlemen make the argnment on the other side that the navy-
yards were not in as good condition then as at the present time,
and I concede to them that fact. If gentlemen will only sm}) to
consider this question for a moment, they will see for themselves
why it is that the navy-yards can not build ships as cheaply as
they can be built under private contract. Take, for instance, the
hoursof labor. They work eighthours only in the navy-yardsand
nine and ten hours in the private yards. There is a difference of
20 cent in the hours of labor.

ow, there is a difference in the amount of wages. Admiral
Bowles says in his testimony, and it stands here uncontradicted,
that we pay the laboring men in the navy-yards 80 or 40 per cent
more than in private yards.

Mr. METCALF. Let me ask the gentleman if it is not a fact
that under the rules of the Nav?' Department they are to pay in
navy-yards of the country exactly the same wages as are paid in
the same trades in the immediate vicinity, and is not that a rule
rigidly enforced? I know it is as far as my part of the count? is
concerned, and that they are often paid less than they are paid in
other branches in the same vicinity.

Mr. FOSS. Well, that is the statement of Admiral Bowles in
his testimony before the committee, and the gentleman can read
it for himself.

Mr. METCALF. I call the gentleman’sattention to the rule of
the Department. :

Mr. FOSS. I will yield to my colleague Mr. Warsox, who
gits here, to read the testimony of Admiral Bowles.

Mr. WATSON. The Chairman asked the question of Admiral
Bowles: How much more are the men getting in the navy-yards
than in private yards? Admiral Bowles answered:

the wages of the navy- in Brooklyn and New York with
%E:ﬁ;%l ng oongarns of the ggl.syv::ge, ii 1mxgi.n§nthey are getting 35 to
T ¢ent more.

e CHAIRMAN. More wages?
Admiral BowLES. Yes.

That is a fact, and I know of no ruling in the Navy Department
to the contrary.

Mr. FITZGERALD. I wish to call the gentleman’s attention
to the fact that the wages paid in the Brooklyn Navy-Yard are
the average wages paid to a mechanic in the same branches in the
immediate vicinity, and that is the course pursued throughout
the country.

Mr. FOSS. Now, Mr. Chairman, just a word further. I do
not care to be interrupted, as I would like to finish my remarks
this afternoon, so that the other side can go on. I have pointed
out as one reason the difference in the hours of labor, eight to ten,
and I have pointed out another reason for the difference in the
cost, and that is 30 to 40 per cent more wages paid in the navy-
yards than in the private yards. Now, I will point out another
reason, and that is in private yards I think you will find they work
by the piece and in the Government {13“13 they work by the day.

Then there is another reason why they can not build as cheaply
in the Government yards, and that is, we give our employees in
the navy-yards every holiday and pay them for it. Not only that,
but we give them two weeks' leave of absence and pay them for
that. There is another reason which enters into it, and that is,
the Government can not buy material as cheaply as a private
contractor. It can not go into the open market and buy material.
It has no large sum of money by which it can take advantage
of the market rates and provide for the future when materi
are low in price. It has to buy from time to time, and has
usually paid pretty rates for everything it wanted.

Mr, FITZGER . Does the gentleman believe that private
yards set aside large sums to buy material when material is low?

Mr, FOSS. They always have ready capital to do it with, and
the Congress of the United States does not appropriate any more
money for a department than it is obliged to. It never has any
ready %zepital. . :

Mr. WHEELER. As l:nearintg]:I somewhat on this question, I
wish to ask the attention of the gentleman from Illinois [Mr.
chos%:l liﬁo the following provision, in lines 7 to 11, on page 73 of

e bill:

The contract for the construction of each of said vessels so contracted for
iy, Sariag T iow sha bagh rooaite aad et Sopeatirey Qelivery,
a.n?i note:ﬂorom‘thia.n two of said battle ships and armored cruisers andr?;t'-
more than one of said gunboats herein provided for shall be built by one con-
tracting party.

Is that a usual provision in bills of this character?

Mr. FOSS. Yes; I think the usual provision.

Mr. WHEELER. The gentleman will remember that this
particular language was not submitted to the committee; it was
submitted to the gentleman from Ohio to lickinto shape. I have
therefore asked whether that provision is usual.

Mr. FOSS. That, I think, is the usunal provision. I think the
ggiltleman will find it substantially in every naval appropriation

Now, Mr. Chairman, I have pointed out some of the reasons
why, in my judgment, the Government yards can not build ships
as cheapz as the private yards. I will rehearse those reasons:

First, the difference in the hours of labor; second, the difference
in wages; third, the loss of time in Government yards by holidays
and by leaves of absence; fourth, im ibility of the Government
buying material as cheaply as the private contractors; fifth, much
of the work in the private yards is piecework, while in the Gov-
ernment yards work is done by the day.

But there are some other considerations that enter into this
question. Suppose that the Government builds a ship as cheaply
as the private contractor; but suppose that ship does not come up
to the re?;:grements as to speed, what are you going to do about
it? The Government has built the ship, has paid for its construc-
tion, but there is no guaranty that the vessel shall be equal to the
requirements of the Government. Where a ship is built under
contract, there is an absolute guaranty on the part of the con-
tractor, and if the ship does not fulfill the stipulations of the con-
tract the Government says: ‘‘Away with your ship!”’ Thatisan
important item to be taken into consideration.

r. TAYLER of Ohio. On that point let me ask the gentleman
this question: Has the Government within the last ten years ever
refused to accept any ship from any private contractor use it
did not come up to the contract, either in speed or otherwise?

Mr. FOSS. I do not know that such has been the fact. ButI -
think the Government has called upon the contractor to make
good his contract or has insisted upon deductions from the contract
pricte intcase of any failure to conform to the requirements of the
contract.

Mr. FITZGERALD. And has not Congress universally re-
mitted such penalties?

Mr. COO. As to cases where the Government has made
deductions from the contract price because the contractor has
failed to complete the vessel in accordance with the contract, is
there not in this bill a provision for a refund in such cases of the
money withheld by the Government?

Mr. FOSS. No. Iwould be glad if the gentleman would point
out any such provision.

Mr. COOMBS. I thought there was such a provision. I pre-
sume I am mistaken.

Mr. RIXEY. Is it not the fact that the contractors for the
torpedo-boat destroyers now claim that they have lost money
upon that contract and have applied to the Navy Department to
bear a portion of that loss, and has not the Navy Department
i'ecg:mmended to Congress that the Government bear one-half the

088" 2

Mr. FOSS. I think that is true; but that matter has never
been considered yet by our committee.

Now, Mr. Chairman, just a few words, in conclusion, in refer-
ence to this subject. I may say here, if gentlemen will not re-
gard it as too personal to myself, that I made some study, not
only in this country but abroad, of the building of shipsin private
yards and in Government yards. Some two years ago I visited
all the great private yards of England and some of the other
countries, and I visited also the Government navy-yards. Ilooked
very carefully into the question of the comparative cost of build-
ing ships in Government yards and in private yards.

p to 1896 there was no question that in England it cost more
to build ships in Government yards than in private yards. From
1896 down, by reason of the fact that they have been grfect‘ing
their navy-yards, they have got to the point where the cost is
about the same. Sometimes they will build a battle ship in a
private yard which will cost more than a similar ship built in a
government yard, and sometimes the reverse will happen.
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But mark you the difference in conditions between foreign
yards and our yards. In England the hours of labor in Govern-
ment yards are the same as in private yards. Here the difference
in hours of labor is as 8 to 10. The wages are about the same.
In England the conditions of labor in Government yards and in
private yards are practically on the same footing.

That is the experience, too, I think, in France and also, I was
about fo say, in Germany. No, not in Germany. The informa-
tion which I obtained on this subject when in Germany has been
confirmed recently by the German secretary of the navy or minis-
ter of marine, with whom, when he was here a few months ago,
I discnssed this guestion. The experience in Germany to-day as
to the comparative cost of building ships in private yards ang in
Government yards is that it costs from 10 per cent to 25 per cent

more to build ships in Government yards t to construet them
under private contract. And the other day when I made in?uiry
on this subject from one of the naval authorities of Russia, I was

told that practically the same thing existed in that country.

And, mark you, in Germany they pay less to their men in Gov-
ernment yards than in private y ; and so they do in Russia;
whereas in our own country the Government yards pay 30 or 40
per cent more. Besides, we give them leaves of absence, and give
them two hours each day additional. Do you mean to say that if
in foreign countries they can not build them as cheaply as under
private contract when conditions are equal, we in our own coun-
try, where the conditions are unequal, can build them as cheaply
as under private contract?

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Mr. Chairman——

The CHAIRMAN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FOSS. No.

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman declines to yield.

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Just a moment. Why do they
build and continue to build them in Government yards?

Mr. FOSS: Oh, that is a question of policy.

Mr. GAINES of Tennessee. Is not the reason because it gives
competition all the time, if they have the private yard the
Government yard?

Mr. FOSS. It may be that. It may be that their systems of

vernment over there are more paternal than ours. It may be
ﬁﬂt here in this country we give scope to individual inventive
genius, whereas over there it may be perchance their p
stifle it. Here we exalt the individual; there, the state. It ma;
lie in the very foundation and construction of government, but
want to say to you, gentlemen, I have e into a very careful
consideration of the whole question, and I thought I ought in
duty to you to f]:'matent it carefully before you, so that you may
got the result of what study and investigation a member of the
ammittee on Naval Affairs has made.
to you, however, that I do not believe we will be
able to settle this question notwithstanding our past experience,
although we have before us the light which comes from foreign
countries, although we have all of the facts which may come
from research and from study, I say I do not believe that we can
gettle this question which now vexes many minds unless we try
the experiment of building at least one ship in a Government
navy-yard. I may say that the Government navy-yards have
plenty of employment for their labor to-day. The repair work
which comes from the ships is enough to keep the men employed,
and as we build up our Navy of course there will be more repair
work to do. If you build a ship in a Government navy-yard, it
will mean that you will have to take on perhaps a thousand or
two thousand more men to build that ship, and after they become
nicely settled in their homes—Vallejo, or in some other city de-
pendent on Government work—then thw.ll come and insist
that you keep up the building of ships. y? Because you at-
tracted them there with the promise of Government work, and
you can not go back on them then. :

Now, there are all these questions to be taken into considera-
tion; but I say to you, let us try the experiment. Let us settle
the question so, notwithstanding the fact that I have presenteda
side of this question which may seem to be antagonistic to the
proposition contended for in the bill, I felt that poasiblﬂ nobody
wonld say anything upon it unless I did, and I thought it was
due to every member of the House to know both sides, becanse
only after they knew both sides could they intelligently vote for
it. But let no member of this committee or House think for one
single moment that I do not stand here advocating the provision,
because I think it is a wise provision to build at least one ship in
a Government navy-yard, not only to solve for the country the
question as to whether or not we have been paying exorbitant
prices for our ships, but also to get some definite data before the
country as to the relative cost o bnilding]:hem as a gnidance for
the future policy of the construction of Amierican Navy.

Gentlemen, I thank you for having listened to me as long as
you have. I feel very much interested in this subject of build-

I want to sa;

ing the American Navy. I believe itis a wise policy. We
must have a navy that is strong enough to maintain the honor of
our country whenever and wherever that honor is assailed; we
must have a navy strong enough to preserve our commerce and
our merchant marine; we must have a navy strong enough also
to stand back of the foreign ?o]icy of our Government and see to
it that American rights are forever protected everywhere under
the blue canopy of the sky. Because I am for the Navy, because
Iam for the construction of these mighty battle ships, because I
am for all these things, it is my purpose and ambition to see to it
that while they cost so much money, while they take out of the
pockets of the people millions and millions of dollars, that it shall
not ever be said or charged against the Naval Committee on the
floor of the American Congress or anywhere else that one single
dollar was ever extravagantly appropriated or did not go as far
as it was possible to send it, but that in all our appropriations for
the maintenance of this mighty naval establishment we have
been economical, we have been wise, we have been judicious, and
we have always had before our eyes the interests of the American
people and of the American Republic. [Prolonged applause.]

APPENDIX.

[House Report No. 1792, Fifty-seventh Congress, first session.]
The Committee on Naval Affairs, to whom was referred so mueh of the

President's annual message as relates to the naval establishment, r
with the annual estimates of the Navy Department, submit herewith a hill
(H. R. 14046) making n;i: tions for the naval service for the 1 year
ending June 30, 1903, w e following statement:

The amount carried by ill is §77,0659,386.63.

Total estimates of the Department amounted to fﬂ&ﬂl&ﬂﬂ.m. to which
T pplemental estimates to the amount of §1,153,700 and additional
estimates to the amount of £5,000,000. The committee, after the most careful
hwaantgnhon of all of these estimates, having in view a careful and judicicus
expenditure of public money without in any way i the of
the naval service, made deductions to the n.mo\mg of ‘HM. This , A8
above stated, carries §77,060,386.83, which is a decrease of appropriations over
the naval appropriation act of last year of $442,404.57,

The following table gives a comparative statement of the estimates of this
Eﬁaﬂr. the amounts appropriated last year, and the amounts embodied in this

for the several bureaus and departments of the naval establishme:

Comparative statement.
Naval establishment. ﬁ&%’ Carried by M&m

Payof the Navy. ... -coccocacnaa- 5,200,284.00 316,138,199.00 498,199.00
Pay, miscellaneous. .l’him,tm.m 600, 000, 60 mmmm
Contingent, Navy..... , 000, 000, 00 10, 000. 00
Emargenc{qm e i 000. 00 300, 000, 00
Burean of Navigation i .25 088, 271. 25
Bureau of Ordnance....... . 5| 3,44,706.75
Bureau of Eqﬂment. - 52 | 5,018,002.52
Bureau of Yards and Docks.. -..| GO4,879.08 | T42,214.08 T84, 204. 08
Public works—Bureau of Yards and *
jETe R R 6,775,010.00 | 6,561,075.00 | 20, 781,375.00

Public works—Bureaun of Navigation:
Naval Academy ...... it 8,000,000.00 |  500,000.00 | 1,500,000.00

Naval training station, Port
e o e e e e 159, 750. 00
Naval training station, California 6, 000. 00 31,500, 00 81,500, 00

Naval treining station, Rhode
sland

Ialand o e 52,170.00 114, 280. 00 114,280, 00
Naval War College . cunmmeeecnea]ameovemsonensn , 000, 00 130, 000, 00
Public works—Bureau of Ordnance .| 818,100.00 1, 457, 800, 00
Public works—Bureau of Equipment:
R foroonlc o mo it 750,000.00 |. .ccameae e B840, 000. 00
Detenses for insnlar naval sta-
tionsand coal depots . ooooe oo |l S N 500, 000, D0
Naval Observatory........ 10, L00. 00 A 5 B0, 00
Hydrom{:cic L35 T T 230, 000, 00
Bureau of icine and Surgery_...| 210,000.00 | 230,000.00 | 245, 000,00
Burean of Supplies and Accounts ... 8,543 849,28 | 5, 808,932.23 | 4,357,580, 28
Bureau of Construction and Repair_| 7,360, 824. 25 | 8.585,824.25 | 9,925, 824,25
Burean of Steam Engineering -......| 8,462,900.00 | 3,983, 900.00 | 4,280,000,00
Naval Academy -..cocceeeeecnen --o) 22T 115,45 | 229,008.77 243,705, 77
e Corps - oo —me—ee-| 2,708,520, 27 | 2,088, 465.73 | 2,008,465.73
Increase of Navy: J
Cor and machinery ____21,000,000.00 13,308, 010.00 | 17,508, 010.00
Armor and armament_._.______._ 4,000,000, 00 | 9,(0,000.00 | 6,000,
I S L S e T Gl 1 Bl
pPpinganavy- 0 DD b on s e o s [ALLIN e e S
Tomrg%bm wa(tgl]‘iffu.nﬂ, naval 6 0. 32I
1T orn.‘.a.-......_ .
Iﬁn‘nd i 2, 000. 00
149,571 08
o e e e 2,000.00
Ericsson, remit time penalties....... 17,225.00 |

78,101, 791.00 in,m,mss 98,910,984, 63

Grandtotal - o

PAY OF THE NAVY.
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Pay of the Navy in this hill is las.lm.whichismnde from the fol-
lowlnygtabl K "o i

Pay of 2,014 officerson the active list...... $4,667,166
Gommnmﬁon of quarters for oﬂimrs ................................. 200, 000
Pay of 172 naval under instr v weee 186,000
Pay of oTS officers on the retired list...._..._.. .aaa 1,857,821
b i 2 i Y e e S SIS S GO B S e eema 207,000
Pay of 25,500 petty officers, seamen, and other enlisted men.....___ 8,820,000
Psy uf 2 ansppmntim boysat training stationsand on boe.rd train- o0
{tﬂen.listed """ men on the retived b, -................-. e, O
pny of petty officersand ecamen ble 196480

To pay in i est on deposits by enlisted men, net February 6, 18890 16,000 |
R e e P e im e L e e e 16,138,199

This isan increase of £037,015 over the appropriation for the same object Iast
fﬁn . and is accounted for by the increased number of officers on the active
ist and the 8,000 additional men recommended by the committee for prop-
o %:n Pa; w&imwu;m ﬂgﬁ Napg)raprhvy i d in this bill is th:
nder ** "thea on proposed in o
m a? that cmthn law of last year, but the emergency fund has been re-
1w 0

There isa provlm attached to the emergency fund which will permit civil-

ian employees forming duty at insular naval stations to be paid out of
8‘;; agall make speciflc appropriation for them.
BUREAU OF NAVIGATION,

This Bureau has general jurisdietion over the officers and men of the
Navy, their training and ment; also the movement of vessels in the
N and their com lement of officers and men. It has charge of the com-

n of the Nava, and preparation. revision, and enforcement of
a.]l tacties, drill books, codes, cipher eodes; and the uniform regula-

tions. Italso has general supervision of the Naval Academy and technical
school for officers (except t.hs War and torpedo school).
The followi: ls 8 sta entof the of the Bureau for the fiscal
fear 1803, with tions carried ‘by this bill and the appropriations
the current ﬂsca year:
Bureau of Navigation.
Estima/ Carried by | A -
lﬂB.ws‘ bill, my m};pd’rq%
Transporting, reeruiting, and con-
nt -B ............ g ............ §275,000.00 | $275,000.00 | §180,000.00
Gummery exercises........... = 12, 000. 00 12, 000, 00 12, 000. 00
Outfits for naval apprentices. . - 117,000.00 117, 000,00 117, 000. 00
Qutfits for landsmen. ... ---| 225,000.00 | 225,000.00 225, 000. 00
Outfits on first enlistment. ... _.....| 135,000,00 135,000.00 |.-ocoooooooooe
Maintenance of colliers (under equip-
ment last ey S mE e 850,000.00 | 350, 000.00 350, 000. 00
Naval station, California.. 30,000, 00 30, 000, 00 30, 000, 00
Nuvnl training s:s.agion Rhode Islund. 5, 600, 00 55, 000. 00 45,000. 00
.................................. AR § o
Naval var College. Rhode Island__._ 14,248.25 4. 246. %5 11, 200, 00
Naval Home, elphis _ .. ...} 78, 425.00 76, 425. 00 76,425.00
211 Ol ST e W B e O e 1,886,271.25 | 1,289,671.25 | 1,046,625.00

As will be seen from the above table there is an increase in apProprintiuns
over that of last year amounting to §243.046.25. This is mdeup owa_ys.
First, by the increase in the appropriation for transportation and
of men consequence of the gwreaao in the personmnel, and, secon dly, ‘by t‘.!m
recommendation of the committee of un n.ppr eli!rmti(m of $155,000 for outfits
for men on their first enlistment. Itis committee that the
e:sendjtm of this amount will bringmto the Nivys better class of men
t the same time insure fewer rtions.
is m n made in the bill for the appointment of a board of
navuloﬂioers yth Bsmhryofthon’sg to recomnmend a blasibefo‘r
naval tion at som tgnm e Great Lakes, and baving reco
msnded such a site toesﬁmutm alueand ascertain the cost of its pu.rchm
and make a full and de r‘gﬁgh Oonegraa.

It is believed that the esta ment of a naval training station on the
lakes will have the effect of drawing into our N 7’51 t xm%vy strong and
sturdy young men from the flelds and fan:ns of ﬁ g dle est who will
make excellent It has fr tly been best men of
to-day come from the interior, and more that aecuon of the country
than all other sections combined.

BUREAU OF ORDNANCE.

This Burean has general ¢ of the ordnance of the Navy and the ar-
mor and armament of vessels, the torpedo station and on shore
and designs the interior smnggnmta of all buildings erected for its use at
m%ym-ds. as well as the machinery used for lmndllng ammunition on ship

terior of the turrets and the nrmngement of dthedim-lbnﬁon of
armor thereon. All torpedoes, powder, guns, WAT axploaim of all kinds,
and armor plate, are bought an manufactured under its supervision. Ithas
control of all details of its own administration

The following table gives the estimates for the next facal year and the
amount carriedgby this bill and the amount appropriated last year:

Bureaw of Ordnance.
Estimates, | Carried by | Apm
1905, bill, 1003. ated,rgg:
Ordnance and ordnance stores._. 300, 000. 00
Reserve supply ammunition 500, 000. 00
Conversion of guns. .. 25, 000. 00
Pure and mannf;
less powder' -........ 500, 000. 00
Batte for Newark .. 175, 000. 00
Batterles for New Orleans and Al-
200, 000. 00
10,000.00
5, 000,00
10, 600. 00
11, 000. 00
50,000, 00

Bureau of Ordnance—Continued.

Estimates, | Carried by | A i-
1803, bill, 1903, g;
Steel-casting plant, Washington 0, 000, 00 £10,000.00
Chemical lngom Y e 51."), .00 4 000 = =
Machine tools, Pensacola. .. 12, 000, G0 12, 600. 00 =
Machine toola, Puget Sound o0 _ —
os, Papet Bound . ...l 10000000 faarina i e
Machi y Wi £57,000. 00
Coal mae 9, 848. 00
40, 000, )
24, 000. (0
1\ aw batteri 175, 000. 00
Reserve guns for auxilia 250, 000. 00
Reserve guns for ships of o R
Torpedo station, Newport_........... €5, 000. 00
Armoryand aqmpment, Naval Mili-
tia 60, 000, 00
100, 000, 00
25,000.00
138, 000, 00
90,000, 00
75, 000. 00
36, 606,55
2,558, 455. 75

It will be seen from the above table that there is an increase in the amount
or appropriations for this Burean over that of last year of £525,551. Thisis
due to an increase in the a%opﬁntlon for ordnance and ordnance stores and
for target ce of 300,000 over that of the reﬂoua vear. Last year the
sgkpm priation was not enoash and m%]uent?y Department hss had to
f r a deflciency sppropria 000 to carry on the work of the
The importance of target practice can not be overestimated. We
may hsve ahfpaandw may have men, but if the men are not trained 1‘;!
stant target practice to use the guns on our ships, then, in the stress war.
wewill, when perchance too late, realize our weakness. The one th&ngwhir.:!t
so marked the superiority of our men over that of the 8 rdsin the recent
war was their gunnery. Admiral O'Neil estimates t the total cost of
target practice for all vessels of the Navy annum is nearly $800,000, or,
allowing for a certain number of vessels out of commission, npproximately
S'fﬂ.tm. nnd iet the an:'(imnt allowed is not nearly as great as that allowed in
some of oreign navies.

The nnxf.. important item in this Burean, showing an increase over that of
last year, isa emptmtim of 175,000 for a new snd improved hatte f
the Newark, a which has an ua batte:

no means equal in efﬂciency to the later recommended that.

e be given a new battery, and also an appropriation of $00,000 is recom-
men for new and imgoveﬂ batteries on the New Orleans and the Albany,
two vessels bui]ti:n En d for Braszil, but at the outbreak of the
Spnniah ted hﬁes Thaba. on these vessels differ from
r,vwn, requiring aniﬁo and it is a source of
5::“ meonwmiem to lma‘pﬂmm supgliad.. It isbehemd by the Department

States Navy

The mt new:md nnporhnt itammthmBmumth&fg?mmmrtha

and manufacture of resemms for the ships of the Navy. Itis

lieved that we should have a number of guns constantly in reserve in case

of accident to replace those which wﬁl hsws to be repaired from time to

time. The other items under this Bureau—the reserve supply of ammuni-

tion and pugthm of ?:Egakalem :gst.!i‘ and thx;emrm d‘fcnr n? "
cruisers, ENATCE O 0 arming ans

the Naval Militia, T8, miaceﬂsnms‘o.sng’d eivil %%Hmrggtha

same in the amount o apwopriationaathmeofhsty

BUREAU OF EQUIPMENT.

The duties of this Bureau consist in furnishing the eoal and general equip-
ment of vmis. It slsn hns of the mnwt‘actnre of ro 8,
t?;iml b iner t t.h N momma peiamlmmee o

mac u e Na 2
and co oee\. an nll Gefails of its own. ; ’; ¥
e amount o appm;yrin pro-
posed ‘:'l‘%i sncl ammt mrrled byt]m]sst appropriation >

Bureaw of Equipment.

Estima Carried by | A
nmm' biil,lmy ated, 1

It will be seen from the above that there isan increase of $541 400 over that
provided for last ﬁ:r The increass in the appropriation ruonmmmended this
under th ntiiu;dua practically to two items, the first bein tg that

r coal and £ $2,500.000, which is an increase over thatof
lnst year of $500, In the urg;mt deficiency bill of this year an mppw
fg’fh%r 5300 (00 was asked for rder to provide fully for onr sh -

the Bureau of t purchased 324,
I ¢ mmg ﬁr Is‘qmpmen pur tons of

There is an increase in the next item of equrpment. of vemls of

due to the necessities of an enlarged Na A deficie n the
i i ot
z 8 or coal de 110,

he other items under this Bureau are prachtg?.ly the samr:z as l:.st ygar '000

s mur;t:' gv YARDS t;zm DOCKS.

This e civil enginee urean of the Departmen d has ch of
the construction of huﬂd.i'ngagand their maintenance t’t&n mve:a?rnf
yards, also of all docks and shore structures of all kinds, smt:hsu.sq,tmj"vu:l;_nlﬁ.l

to., T hichitastimn.m It also has f
Knm'ow:n txmt-n‘;mmwds. Newport, B. I.,Ancmrifu,u i nngogﬂ %nm

el B S I e e e S I = S S ST A e B S A
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Home, Philadelphia, the magazines and hospitals outside of navy-yardsand
the 'Imilding: for which it does not estimate being excepted fr‘gm its juris-

diction. The part of the naval appropriation under public works is es-
timated for by this Burean.
The following table shows the estimates for the fiscal year 1908, the pro-
po?:g:ppr?prmuon in this bill, and the amount carried ¥Jy the last appro-
T n act:
¥ \ Bureau of Yards and Docks.
Estimates, | Carried b Appr -
1903, bill. x a&.%.
Maintenance of yards and docks..... $600,000.00 | $B600,000.00 | €500, 000,00
Contingent ... y ...................... 50, 000. 00 40,000, 00 50,000, 00
Civil establishment. ... -ceeeeenea- 154, 204.08 | 102,214.08 104,879.08
iy, e o e Y L) S 784,204.08 | 742,214.08 |  654,879.08

‘As will be seen, there is an increase of $90,000 in this Bureau over the act of
last year. Practically all of this is due to the necessity for in num-
ber of employees in consequence of the action of Congress in giving two
weeks' leave of absence to employees in the navy-yards. The item for con-
tingent expenses has been reduced §10,000.

PUBLIC WORKS.

The following table shows the estimates for 1903, the amounts carried by

this bill, and those appropriated for the present fiscal year:

Bureau of Yards and Docks.

May 13,
Statement showing the value of real estale, chattels, ete.—Continued.
4 I
Navy-yard and stations. » Reimﬁ’_md Hﬁgﬂgv

Naval Academ .Anng‘?polis. Md §1,260,184. 11
Naval Observatory, Washin, 870,291.13 |.
Naval Home, Ph: Iphia, 901,944,
Na;y-yard. Washington, D. C_. 5,087, 815.
Marine headquarters, Washington, D. C . 231,639,
Naval proving ground, Indian Head, Md. 638,

Navy-yard, Norfolk, Va.___...._..__.....
Naval station, Port Royal, 8. C.
Naval station, Key West, Fla_.__.
Navy-yard, Pensacola, Fla........
Navy-yard, Mare Island. Cal_..............
Naval training station, San Francisco, Cal .
Naval station, ﬁt Sound, Wash .._....
Sacketts Harbor, N. Y ... cicceccnana
Navalstation,SBanJuan, P.R________
Island of Guam..........ocoeueae-s
Naval station, Cavite, P.I.
Algiers, La______.. ______
Pago Pago,Samoa._ . ...
Japonski Island, Alaska__.
Frenchmans Bay, Main
Honolulu, H.I
Pichilingue, Mexico . .
Portsmouth Grove, R.

=
=1
-3
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Yokohama, JApan . ... ccaceecceacue- e A R
Eafimates, | Carred by | Appropsk P o T1L400,162.21 | 7,000, 46172
§1, 947,575 $672, PUBLIC WORKS (BUREAU OF NAVIGATION).
, 570, 702, 700 The following table gives the estimates for 1903, the amount carried by
Na: nset 200,000 |-cooeeoeinin.a the bill, and the amount appropriated last year:
§g’z Yorg::n 3, ‘%’:g ﬁ:% Public works, Bureau of Navigation.
e 8 1 741, 3 :
in n 622, 000 240, 000 Estimates, | Carried by | Appropri-
Nortolie o 1,511,000 344,000 1603. bill. ated, 1%02.
AR I =
are T B S AT B i 225, Naval Academy . -............. , 500, 000 , 000 , 000,000
Puget Sound. .- ooooeeo oo 1,169, 500 748, 500 Naval training station, Calif ’ 81,500 31,500 - 6,000
Porto Rlso 5o =T mno 2,613,000 50,000 Naval training station, 114,250 114,280 52,170
ensacol, . - 985, 800 2, 500 Naval training station, Port Royal .. 159, 750 o
New Orleans. __......ccoccoomnnn 850,000 839,000 Naval War College ......._....._. 60,
DY TP - e riin s hm s i e S i Colion L
I];gq;agiry 0CKS - oevencereenmen 1,050,000 | 1,050,000 S R oSl 1,865, 530 705, 780 8,068,170
Tutuila ._.... o 108,000 | 93,000
(e T R R L e 1,050, 000 250,000 NAVAL ACADEMY.
&?‘l’f‘t};" and preservation of yards .. g'% 500,000 By act of Congress June 7, 1800, the B&cretar{,of the Navy was authorized
01“ 1. 448000 to com&leta plans “ covering all contemplated buildings and improvements
Ongapo. 419" 300 at the Naval Academy and for each and every purpose connec therewith,
e - ' which plans shall involve the total expenditure of not more than $8,000,000."
-------------- And it was further provided—
20.781.875 “That after the preparation and a&prpvsl of theplans * * * the Secre-
Rl Ll tary of the Navy is anthorized to enter into a contract or contracts for an

The estimates call for the sum of §20,781,376. Your committee after most
careful investigation of the above items reduced them §14,220,300, leavin
$6,561,075, which it recommends for public improvements in our yards an
stations during the present year. Heretofore Congress has authorized the
construction of many new buildings at our different stations, and it is thought
advisable this dyear complete these first before entering upon new con-
structions, and this is the poliﬂ which has been earried into eflect except in
a few yards, notably that of Algiers, which is a new naval station and re-
quires the building of some shops, and also at Pu Sound, which isalso
comparatively a new station and is growing rapidly in importance. The esti-
mates were sent in e Department for a naval station at San J' .R.,
to the amount of $2,613,000, but the committee thought it would be not
to provide for any naval station in the West Indies until they had more defi-
nite knowledge as to the best location for one.

Estimates for a naval station at Olongapo, P. L, to the amount of §1.443,000,
were also cut out for practicall e same reason. It is believed for the pres-
ent we can get along with theold Spanish navalstation at Cavite, and accord-
B et tha ponchaaent 3 sooul foating dock, Which cas 1S
nota WA -] of a s oating dock, which can
used there or wherever it may hereafter be deemed advisable to build a
navy-yard. Estimates for ho o vessels at Boston, to
cost ,000; at New York, to cost the same; at leston, 8, C., the same;
at Pensacola, to cost 000; at Mare Island, to cost and other items,
such as the purchase of land at New York, %2‘000 ; at Norfolk, $350,000;
barracks for enlisted men, to cost, in all, at New York, $500,000; at e
Island, $350,000; at Mare Island, ,000; and storehouses to be established at
the different navy-yards, costing anywhere from §150,000 to 2600,000, were all
of them oonsidereéi by the committee as matters which might be delayed for
further consideration without in any way injuring the efficiency of the naval

service,
Under this Bureau the committee recommends an app ation of §1,050,-
000 for the completion of the four dry docks at Portsmouth, Boston, League
Island, and Mare Island, which are now in pHmceas of construction.

It may be of interest to members of the House to know the value of the
real estate, chattels, and machinery gl.mts at the various yards and stations,
and accordingly the following table is inserted:

Statement showing the value of real estate and chattels and machinery plant
at the several navy-yards and stations, June 30, 1901,

Navy-yard and stations. Re‘;ﬁggﬂ‘nﬁ Machinery

Navy-yard, Portsmouth, N.H.....ccveeaeannee- 070, 842.05
Navy-yard, Boston, Mass___......... , 712,149, 23
Naval to o station, Newport, R. , 178,

Naval training station, Ne R.1 496, 804, 57
Naval War College, New B 1. 101, 061. 66
Naval station, New London, Conn 278,902, 38
Navy-yard, New York.. = 21,306, 010, 37
Navy-yard, League Island, 8,562, 722. 66

{m.rt or all of the improvements and buildings herein authorized within sai
gmli: of cost, to be paid for as appropriations may from time to time be made
y law.”

Accordingly such plans were completed and approved by the Secretary of
:Jllxlcilgavy on yi)czoher 8, 1900, and contracts hagg been 131; for most 0{5’ the

The an'norg and the boathouse are nearly finished; the contract has been
lat for cadets' quarters, which will cost §,248,000, accommodating 1.200 ca-
dets; the foundations gf‘ the marine eering building are now being con-
structed; the g;mmum and officers’ quarters will be under contract by
June 1, as will be the building known as the officers’ mess, and plans for
the sea-wall work are now practically completed and will be advertised in a

short 8.,
The following is a statement of the appropriations which have been made
for the mbu:ildi%g of the Naval Academp;g

By act of May 4, 1808 ___

By act of March 3, 1599 T20, 000

By act of June 7, 1000. a0,

By act of March 3, 1901 3, 000, 000
) D DT R oo oosn i it mprans s e o n e e S S m S s 4,570,000

There has been expended to date $1.192,148.11. The payments to be
made between now and the 1st of July will bring the ax&ndmures up to
$2 094,984.97, leaving on Ju}tv 1 an unexpended balance of $2.500,000, This un-
expended balance, with a further appropriation of $500,000 recommended in
this bill, will be necessary to meet the payments due on contracts made and
to be made during the fiscal year.

There is further provided under the head of *Public works, Bureau of
Navigation,” improvements and buildings for the naval training station in
California?}&l ,ﬂl}) and also some improvements at the training station, Rhode
Island, costing $114,280. Annex to the present building at the Naval War
Goll:ge in Rhode Island to cost $80,000 has been recommended by the general
board as necessary for the performance of the important work of the coll
where war plans and schemes of campaign and the study of the art of war
its broadest and highest sense are carried on.

PUBLIC WORKS, BUREAU OF ORDNANCE.

The following table shows the estimates of this year, the amount carried

by the bill, and the amount appropriated last year:
Public works, Bureauw of Ordnance,
Estimates, | Carried by | Appropri-
1006, | il 1008, | ated, 1002
Naval magazine, Iona Island §49, 500 | £40, 500 §100, 000
Naval ine, Dover. . . 63,800 | 80,000 65, 000
Naval magazine, Fort Mifflin_ 5, 000 5,000 56, 000
Naval magazine, Norfolk. ... 117, 500 46, 500 60, 500
Naval torpedo station, Newport . ... a2, 000 28, 000 25,000
Naval proving ground, Indian Head. | 27,000 28, 000 11,600
Naval magazine, Portsmouth ._...... AD0O00 | s e S b e S -
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Public works, Bureaw of Ordnance—Continued.

Estima

1903,
Naval e, Boston . _...._...._.. $500, 000
Naval shell house, Chelsea. . = 8,000
Naval quarters, Rose Island.__. 5,200
Naval magazine, Fort Lafa‘;ette i 85,000
Water system, Fort Norfolk . 2,000
8t. Helena, Norfolk ........... 2,300
Naval magazine, Man Island . &0, 000
Naval magazine, Puget Sound 100, 000
G e E L B PR 1,457,300

It will be seen that there is a slight increase over that appropriated last
year of §74,100. Some im%mvements are asked for at the different magazines,
as shown in the above table. Among the estimates were recommendations
from the Department for a naval magazine at Portsmouth n;zgrox:imat&ﬁy to
cost §400,000, and Boston ,000; but in view of the fact that these two navy-

rards are within short distances of each other, about 40 miles apart, it is
zhoug‘ht that possibly one magazine might answer for both, and md;x:fly
the provision authorizing the SBecretary of the Navy to appoint a board of
naval officers to recommend a gite or sites for one naval magazine on the New
t,Eﬁ!glgi‘fld coast and to make report to Congress at its next session is placed in

is bill.
NAVAL OBSERVATORY.

The appropriation for the maintenance of the
Naval Oggervntory which heretofore has been $10,
one-half the amount, §5,000.

BUREAU OF MEDICINE AND SURGERY.

The duties of this Burean are implied in its title, and comg:rise all that re-
lates to the laboratories, naval hospitals, and dispensaries. It designs various
buildings erected within the navy-yards for its own pu: 80 far as t
in arrangements are con »d, and has control of the same after com-
pletion. It designs, builds, and maintains all buildings erected for its own
P outside of navy-yards, and, generally, estimates for and controls
all ;g e details of its own organization.

The following table shows the estimates of 1903, the amount carried by
the bill, and the amount appropriated last year:

Bureau of Medicine and Surgery.

ds and roads of the
per year is reduced to

win steeri r, and ventilating apparatus, and, in conjunction
with the ﬂraﬂn?ﬁ rdnance, designing the Irls";)rnamrut:‘t.it:m of amuf\immtim
hoists, their shafts, machinery, and appurtenances; placing and securing
armor; placing and securing on board ship the armament and its accessories
as manufactured and supplied by the Burean of Ordnance. It has charge of
the care and preservation of ships in reserve, the docking of sl‘:jii)ﬂ. the de-
signing of slips, and the internal arrangement of the various buildings and
shops under itscontrol, and tes for and controls its own administration.

;(]fq following table shows the estimates for 1908, the amount carried by
this bill, and the amount appropriated for 1002

Construction and repair,

Estimates, | Carried by | Appropri-
1903. bill, ated, 1
Construction and repair of vessels. .. /89,000,000.00 |§3,000,000.00 | §7,000,000.00
Improvements, construction plants: ¥
Portamouth - c.coicmeaiaa i 30,000, 00 80, 000. 00 50, 000, 00
50,000, 02 50,000, 00 50, 000. 00
50, 000. 100 50,000, 00 25, 000,00
50, 000,00 50,000, 00 50, 000.00
50, 000. 00 50, 000. 00 50,000, 00
...... el e R s S 15, 0C0. 00
50, 000. 00 50,000.00 50,000, 00
75, 000. 00 75, 000. 00 B0, 000, 00
15, 000. 00 15,000, 00 15,000, 00
SO0 |-y e il -
50, 000. 00
35,000, 00
Derrick, Cavite ........ - 45, 000.00
Lighters, MareIsland ......__._.._._. 70, 000. 00
Four steel tugs......... ---| 280,000.00 {  140,000.00 | .oeeooeoenae
Civil establishment. . ... . oo ... 25,824.25
4 b v g ol e e L ] 9,925, 824. 25

It will be seen from the above table that there is an increase under this
Burean of $1,225,000, which is largely made up from the necessity for the in-
crease in the s)fpmprlation of §1,000,000 for the repair of our vessels, which
are increasing in number each year. A new item was inserted for £50,000 for
a construction plant at Cavite, P. 1., and also an appropriation of $140,000 for
two steel t‘-}t'gs. necess:ﬁ for the general service of the navy-y: at home
stations. e items er the civil establishment of the Bureau are practi-
cally the same as those of last year.

¥ Estimates, | Carried by | Ap ml&%- BUREAU OF BTEAM ENGINEERING.
1905. bill. ated, 1902, The duties of this Bureau comprise all that relates to desi , build-
dical — ““‘“%‘32%“2&1“’?}1; € ihe oth mi;]mry fori‘f ]gcemgh' th 1%:—?.31“ ar-
power on 1 p. 1Ke 8 oLlher bureauns, ns @ 1n ar-
%tlaval h&%ﬁ?& SEeri e ’1%:% 3%:% %1% rangement of its yarious shops at the navy-yard and estimates for and con-
Donﬁngnmlt)..__.. B i et 5,000 35, 000 35,000 | trols its own administration. -
Repairs e 000 80, 000 20, 000 The fnllowm%tabln shows the estimates for the flscal year 1908, the amount
Naval hospital, RHOGS THIADA. -nooee]-meemmnszszans|oommnnesmmnene 20,000 | carried by this bill, and the amount appropriated for the current fiscal year:
Naval hospital, Canacao -...--.c.----. 50,000 80,000 o S oi sl Steam engineering.
ol e i 245,000 280, 000 210, 000 Estimates, | Carried A Ti-
1903 bill. - agi%

It will be seen that there is an increase of §70,000 in the above table, $30,000
of which is due to increased necessity for supplies for our officers
and atour navy-yards and stations. ere is recommended an appropriation
of $0,000 for & naval hospital at Canacao, P. L, which is strongly urged by
the Bureau.

BUREAU OF SUPPLIES AND ACCOUNTS,

Generally speaking, this is the financial bureau of the De ment. Its
duties comprise all that relates to requiring for or reparg:t rovisions,
clo , small stores, and contingent stores of the Pay rtment; the pur-
chase of all supplies for the naval establishment, excg:lt medical and surgical
appliances, and instruments and supplies for the Marine Corps, and the

ing of a proper system of accounts of the same. Like the other bureaus, it
engmates:{'or and con its own tion

The following statement shows the estimates, the amount carried by this
bill, and the amount appropriated for the current fiscal year:

Supplies and accounts.

Estima Carried A Ti-

ll!B.tee‘ bill. Lis a‘hg?ll:olgﬁ.
Provisi NAVY »unnrasosnapsansennne $4,000,000.00 '$3,500,000.00 | £3, 250,000, 00
Contmgﬁ_...?...- 3 - ,000.00 | 200, 000. 00 200, 000. 00
Civil establishment 117,500.00 | 108,932, 28 93,819, 28
i, e S R A 4,867,590.00 | 3,808,952.28 | 3,543,849.28
It will be seen from the above table that the increased appropriations rec-

ommended this year over that made last {mr are §200,083. The item of pro-
visions for the Navy is increased from $3.250,000 to £3,500,000. This is due to
the fact that under this bill we are providing for 3,000 additional men, and
it will be necessary to provide for their necessities. The item for contin-
gent is the same as that of last year, but there is a small increase of approxi-
mately £10,000 under the ci establishment for the navy-yard a f*ugm;
Boundy and the naval station at Key West.
FAVY RATION.

Under this Burean is inserted an amendment to section 1580 of the Revised
Statutes of the United States, so as tgé)royide for a new nnvr ration. The
Becretary of the Navy ordered a board to investigate the whole subject and
make report, which has been done in & separate communication referred to
the Committee on Naval Affairs. The present ration has been substantially
without change since it was established in July, 1861. The SBecretary, in his
report, says: B = B

*The board recommends the legislation that will th
ships a liberal and proper amount under any and all conditions of service
wifgfout compelling them to contribute to their own subsistence, as at pres-
ent. The changes recommended are a[n{l:pmved and would make the cost of
the ration about 80 cents per man per diem, which is now its nominal com-

mutation value. At present the actual cost of the ration is from 21 to 22
cents.”

ve to the crews of our

BUREAU OF CONSTRUCTION AND REPAIR.

The duties of this Bureau comprise all that relate to the designing, build-
ing, fitting, and repairing the hulls of ships, their turrets, spars, capstans,

Civil

4,280,000

riations to the amount of
000 in the first item under
preservation of machinery
opriation for the equipment
land, Mare Island, and 1
ng laboratory for the Bureau o

The above table shows an increase of apgro
ﬁl.(]é% As 1;'!].1 ?ﬁ seen,t;:igapisan increaseo:
reau for the com: on, repairing, an
and boilers of vessels, etc. There is also an &
of the new steam engineering shops at League

Sound. An experimental station and
Steam Engineer has strongly recommended by the Department and
the Secretary of the Navy,and after carefully considering the same the com-
mittee has inserted an appro tion in this bill for its blishment.
The ngpmprhtion of the civil establishment of the Bureau of Steam Engi-
neering is increased only by $1,000 over that of last year.
NAVAL ACADEMY (CIVIL ESTABLISHMENT).

The following table shows the estimates for 1908, the amount carried by
the bill, and the amount appropriated for the fiscal year 1902

G
1

Naval Academy.
i Carried b A -
lmtas‘ bill. 7 ated, 1 %
Pay of professors and others. __.__.__ ,991.00 191.00 , 191

Psg ?)fpv‘:'ntchmen. mechanics, and 5, 5, i o
OLNeNS ;e 46, 259. 95 46, 250.95 44, 700,95
Pa%r of steam empl 4 11,154.82 11,154. 82 7,824.50
Ca e = 4, 500. 00 4, 500. 00 4,500.00
Repairs. ...-ccooe..- 5 81, 000. 00 81,000.00 51, 000, 00
Heating and lighting . .- o ccecceeeeenn 20,000, 00 20, 000,00 20, 000. 00
Contingent. . oo 61, 800,00 1, 800. 00 43, 800,00
Ly, o Y B R R S A et o (D ¢y § (B 229,905. 77 227,115.45

The amounts of these appropriations are practically the same as those of
last year, in some cases there being reductions and in others increases; but
the totals are about the same. Under this Burean an insertion is made for
the appointment of 500 additional cadets.

MORE OFFICERS.

Of course everyone must realize that we can not go on building up the

matériel of the Navy without at the same time iner g per L If
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we build ships, we must also provide for officers and men
The former are absolutely useless without the latter, ‘I‘ha Bacre‘hg in his
mﬁt calls special attention to the need of more line officers, and Chief
Bnmm u of Navigation in his report, in which he considers the subject
¥, BayE

"Ths ver-increasing need of line officers has made itself felt with ang-
melntadfomdunng the past flseal year., At no time in the history of tha
Navy has such a condition held as now exists. If the Department were sud
denly called u to man for war service all the vessels available in the na,\'{a

it would be confronted with a requirement impossible to meet. It

a fact that there are not enough line officers of the Navy to man the vessels
already constructed. tﬁnﬁ tne case, the Bureau need scarcely call at-
tention to the state of affairs which will emt. in about three years when the

vessels now und ction will be completed. Inorder to make plain
the nead for officers, the snhjsct must be appmched & logical manner,
and Lo':lio this we must consider the needs of each ship and under
coustruction,

“Takin, then the sum of the needs of the individual ships, we reach the
needs of rvice, considering iucidenta‘lly the need for a reserve, and
other tﬂmnswh:lch will prevent the total number of officers on the list from
astuall {B%Brvins on ship in time of war. To this end the following is

submit
Line officers required to man a battle sh ip.

1 commanding officer,

1 executive T.

1 chief engineer.
officer.

1 navi

batbery officers.
3 powder division officers.
2 assistants to chief engineer..

17 in all,

“In order to make plain that the aboyve table is the lowest possible esti-
mate of officars ncmaﬁ needed on board battle ships, there is furnished the
following table showing'ﬂmnumber of officers actually placed on board ships
of similar displacement by foreign powers:

Number
of line
officers.

Nation and ship. Remarks.

33

Includes midshipmen,
g Do.

In addition to this there area num-
ber of midshipmen not given here,

France,
Germany, Kaiser Fricderich 11T

“It will be seen at a glance in co! ng the above u\blo with the first
table that the Bureau's estimate, which 1ncludea cadets, is at least 80 per
cent than actual conditions now existing in other navies,

“In prepo.rln% the following tables the Bureau has estimated for the
smaller vessels by assigning to them complements of officers such as are
actually carried by vessels now in service and of equal displacement. With-
out going into details it will be readily seen that the Bureaun’s estimates in
these cases are also a minimum. Tha roltow'tn
officers which would be uimd on J , to man the ships of the
Navy then actually com le A shomng the officers needed for
vessels which have been onad.. but which are now out of commis-
sion for repairs or in reserve; Table B showing the officers needed for ves-
der construeti

sels now un on, but which will be completed by July 1, 1904:
AL
Vessels. Oﬂicm‘l Vessels, Officers.
15 | 10
8
8
8
6
6
20
215
53
263
B.
Vessels. Officers. | Vessels.
eal3,
T e e e e 17 || Chatta 12
s 17 || Cleveland 12
= ohe Bl e 2
Ni B R A || Tacoma
P::ﬁ;my ________ 17 || Arkansas X
Virginia ... 17 || Nevada .. 7
Rhode Island 17 || Florida.. 7
hi;} ........ %g }‘g‘ omin lg
fornia |
%eltu:sks 15 || 15 torpedn boats . 30
West Vi 15 || 7submarines . ....coeecauann 7
Maryland ... 15 |
Colorado. .. e 15 4“7
South Dakota o %g 25 per cent reserve ....._... 111
Milwaukee. .- Je W= g | ot L ey = 538
1 s g |
g A N 12 | Grand total. _......... B26
Des Moines ____....._........ 12|

“Attention is invited to the fact that the above estimates do not include
officers to man auxiliary vessels which must be used in time of war, suuh as
scouts, Yale and Harvard type; colliers, supply vessels, refrigeratin

repair ships, hospital ships, auxiliary gunboats, the Gloucester and r_plou

type, and many other similar important craflt. Allnwins wit‘hout any re-
that 200 omeers would be necessary toman these auxilia: l.l!hi
tmal number of officers necessary in order to send to aea.tlm navy which
Congress has ordered constructed wﬁl be 826 plus 200, or 1,026
During the consideration of this subject your commit.tee called upon the

De nt to furnish a statement of the number and duties of the present
officers of the Nav?' The follo statement was farnished, w shows
that there are 1,017 line officers;

nding the cadets, 983 of whnm are oli

ble for sea duty, 709 of whom are on ‘rmrﬁ vessels at the present time or

ing dutin?st sens, 272 performing duty on shore, 11 on the sick list, and 1 on
g

Numherixnmbm'_
Total |in grade d"u" tym Number| 5. | On
rrada num- | who are m})ertcrm— sielk |, Wait-
& ber in | eligible [Zo oh 00 ng duty list. ing or-
for sea |'3oC nq (on shore. ders.
duty, | "eYol
Bilacsas
22 8
Tl 3
108 49
175 114
302 520
69 5
126 124 e
124 p ¢ 72 KSR Ay
5 IR Sl lifs 1135 ¢ 993 09 22 n 1

'In additl?in to t.'nja numbur 4 other officers, not eligible for sea duty, are
i
Eon g thi.n numher, 15 other officers, not eligible for sea duty, are

verforin fion 2o this ms

¢In addition tm number. 1 other officer, not eligible for sea duty, is
performing duty on shore.

4 In addition to this number, 4 other officers, not eligible for sea duty, are
performing duty on shore.

It will be seen from the above that we have comparatively few officers
that we counld call npon to man the new ships now cted and at
the same time keep 1n commission those already built. Your committee saw
but one remedy to meet the problem of more officers, and that was to increase
the number of cadets at the Naval my, according la’g pmvﬁon
has been inserted in the bill pro for the appointment of
lzseachm during the m four years suceceeding hapsmgec!
this Each ember, nnd Delegate of the Hom of Re ta-
tives is to hsma the appolntm.ent of 1 a.ndtha President 2. For the tiear
each Senator makes ana pointmemt, and the President one-fourth of
allotted to th anda B!!.£ Members and Delegates to bring
the total up to 125. Duringm‘h sumadin yearthe President appoints one-
fourth of the number allotted to him and Members and Delogntaa enou,gh to
bring the tg&aluptol%rormhgmr This, it will be seen, is
Measure, a

After that timait is i:oped tha.t
the present law, which provides rar t.he a

tment of a cadet by each Mem-
ber and Delegate eveg our years, will uoe asufficient number of officers
to satisfy the demands of our growing

MORE MEN.

The Chief of the Bureau of Navigation has set forth in a communication
th mmi the necessity for the enlistment of more men. He esti-
thammmingot our ships now under construction

,000 men. - Under the appropriation act of last
thm. who are now under Mﬂf a.nd inthia
further increase of 8,000, which is

000 o
year's bill we have made o
necessary at the present time.

MARINE CORPS.

The Marine Corps is the milttary branch of the naval service. The fol-
table shows the estimates for 1908, the amounts carried by this bill,
e amount appropriated for the current fiscal year:

AMarine Corps.
Estimated, | Carried by | Appropri-

1908, bill. Mg%, I
e o e R e o TN 31,707,649, 23 121, 707,649.23 | £1,700, 504.23
396,071.50 | ' 898,071,50 | = 871,071.50
$40,000.00 | 340,000, 00 200,100, 54
85,000, 00 35,000, 00 80,000, 00
tary stor 40,297.00 40,297, 00 46,207.00
Tmnsmr‘tatlun and recruiting 100, 000. 00 100, 000, 00 70, 000. 00
Repair of barracks 50,000.00 50, 500,00 24,000, 00
........ 6, 000, 00 11, 000. 00 8,000, 00
Hire of quarters 20, 748,00 20, T48.00 14, 748.00
Contingent__ 91, T00. 00 91, 700,00 61, 700. 00
Public works.. 206, 000. 00 145, 500, 00 178, 000. 00
Matal oo 2,993,465.79 | 2,988,465.73 | 2,798,520.27
From the above table it will be seen that there is an increase of §139,645.48

over that of last year.

There is an increase of §25,000 under the item of &‘ﬁot’isions and also ap-
proximately $50,000 under that of clothing and £30,000 under that of trans-
portation and mcru ttug which are re| ed necessary by the commandant

of the Marine n increase in the contingent item of 0,000 is also
recommended, ‘but a reduction has been made in the public works of ap-
proximately $38,000.

INCREASE OF THE NAYY.

The provision for the increase of the Navy is the last general heading of
the naval a;t:lproprint!an bill, and one which, perhaps, excites the most pop-
ular interest, inasmuch as it provides for the further construction of sﬁ
already authorized and the naval programme,
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The following table shows the estimates for this year, the amount carried
by this bill, and the amount appropriated last year:

Increase of the Navy.

Estima Carried A i-

lﬁl-fm' bill. 5 ated, 1%.
Construction and machin $17,308,010 | $13,303,010 §21, 000, 600
Armor aad srmament o , 008, 9,000, 4,000, 000
Bawipment ol e i n X 400, 400,000
Equipping navy-yards. ... o S Tes 000 L e

As will be geen from the above table, there is a reduction of $4,000,000 from

the estimates in the item of construction and machin

ery for work

on new

vessels already suthorized. The Chief Constructor and the Chief Engineer

rted to the committee that owin in {
rini. strikes, and other causes the work on vessels building has not progressed
as rapidly as anticipated at the time the estimates were submitted, and ac-

cording]

to the dela

the reduction above mentioned has been made.

v in the delivery of mate-

The following table shows the ships now in process of construction and
the degree of their completion on April 1, 1902

Vessal,

Speed.

Buikders.

Degree
of com-

tion
pr.l.

BATTLE SHIPS.

No. 15. Georgia ...
No. 16. New Jersey

No. 17. Rhode Island
ARMORED CRUISERS,

No. B. Maryland

No. 9. Bout.
PROTECTED CRU

. Galveston

TORPEDO-BOATDESTROYERS.

No. 1. Bainbridge.
No. 2. Barry .
No. 8. Chan

No. 10, Pan

No. 84 Tin

No.1. Plunger ...
No.3. Adder

Dakota

. Chattanooga....e-.--

1SERS.

SEREREER SRERRER

BREEs

BERE

4

mEEIEL®

%rmp &i_ons.i‘..: z
ewport News Co_ E
Union Iron Works

“Wm. R. Trigg Co
Hardlgn & Higﬁi.ngsw rth

Harlan & Hollingsworth. ..
‘Wolff & Zwicker...._._.._.

..... R A
W R. Trigg Co .« e eene
Cn'lumbin.n[?mn Works.__..

Gas Engine and Power Co.

Per cent,

wowdBEE S3 wBEAEE 2 awcoB8%

SRESBRRE BREBEEE BREE

BHRBRRERER

BRBBSBA

ARMOR AND ARMAMENT,

Your committee recommends under the increase of the Navy an appro-
priation, as above shown, of $8,000,600 for armor and armament. The origi-
nal estimates submitted to the committes called for $6,000,000 for this object,
by the Secretary of the Navy, u

upon

ce, that thisap-

000 in view of the fact t the armor

armor much faster than was expected; and in this

econnection it mi%‘li:ﬁ be said thatan item of $4,000,000 was inserted in the ur-

gent deficiency in order to carry out the terms of the contracts. It

might also be of interest to quote from the letter forwarded to the commit-
tee from the Chief of the Burean of Ordnance:

“*1. The Burean finds that since the estimates were made the monthly ex-
penditures under this appropriation have increased a great deal and now
average about $300,000 month, which amounts to over §3,000,000 per Y‘m:r
and to carry it the remainder of this fiscal year it has been obliged
to ask for an urgent deficiency of $4,000,000 in addition to the 34,000,000 appro-
priated in the last naval bill.

*2. This ‘fmt. increase was not anticipated, hor did the experience of the
Bureau lead it toex such, The increase in expenditures is mainly caused
ity of delivery of armor and of miscellaneous ordnance

1; contractors urging the delivery of outfits earlier than
, calling for overtime work at the naval gun factory to meet the
the armor manufacturers delivering armor at a much more
was thought would be the case when the contracts therefor
and by the paymentof obligations incurred duringlpsat ears.”
recalled that the of the Navy,under the authority
given him by Congress tion of two years ago, con-
tracted with the armor-plate companies for the manufacture of 37,000 tons of
armor for all of the ships authorized at the price of §420 per ton
plus the Krupp royalty, not to exceed $24.52 per ton, and the Harvey ro tgl;
not to a:camf?il per ton, which latter is still a matter of
between the Department and the Harvey pany.
NAVAL PROGRAMME.

The naval appropriation act of last year contained the following provision:

“The Becmm?%t the Nar{)‘i: hm%!;y directed to prepare the plans and
specifications of two seagoing battle ships and two armored cruisers, carrg
ing the most suitable armor and armament for of their class, and
snbmit te Congress a general description of such battle ships and cruisers on
the first Monday in December next; said in preparing said
plansand de:scrly on shall review and further consider the questions whether
said ships shall be sheathed or unsheathed, what should be the weight and
extent of the armor therefor, what should be the form and location of the
turrets, whether any chmﬁes should be made in the number and kind of
5}1_::3 the yarious sizes heretofore constituting the armament of similar

ips, what, if any. tom tubes should be t into large ships, to what

= cers are furnishing

b el

D
articipate
den;nr?gz

extent electrici: for auxiliary purposes, and all other ques-
tions which hag arisen and are now pendjnlg among I;'Qval architects and
ce experts con ) t d

In compliance with the abov% the Secretary of the Navy transmitted to
Congress a report pre; d by the Board of Eonstruction in which report
the several matters set forth in the above provision are t‘uhy discussed and
recommendations made with respeet thereto, which i
a; by the Secretary of the N.

he committes recommend that Urpose increasing
the naval establishment of the United States the President is hereby au-
thorized to have constructed hea
est armor and most powerful ordnance for vessals of
dl.?la.cemont of about 16,000 tons, and to have the hig]
and great radins of acti;hmd to. cost, exclusive of armor and armamen
not exeeeding %:,2:!2.00] ; two firstclass armored cruisers of about 14
tons trial ent, carrying the heaviest armor and most gowarml
armament for vesselsof theirclass, and to have the highest practicable speed
and great radiusof action, and to cost, exclusive of armor and armament,
not exceeding $4,659,000 each; two gunboats of about 1,000 tons trial displace-

were

ment, to cost, exclusive of armament, not g $382,000 each.
In view of the fact that is some ¢ sentiment favorable to build-
ing ships in our Government nayy-ya it has been deemed advisable by

the committes to insert a provision in the ;}pp‘r tion bill of this year
leaving it in the discretion of the Secretary of the Navy to build any or all
ships in Government but making it on him to construct
at least one battle ship or one ed cruiser in sn nav%-yudsshemy
designate, as an experiment; and it is further provided that he shall keep an
accurate account of all expenditures for labor and material in the -
tion and construetion of such ship and report to Gongesa at each on,
and upon the completion of said he shall make a detailed report, show-
ing the relative cost of ene built by the Government and one by contract.
It is believed by your co; nothing short of an experiment of this
kind will settle t%ueation that has vexed many minds, and at the same
time will show whether private contractors haye been reasonable in their
bids, and furthermore be a basis for future guidance in the continued con-
struction of our Navy. An appropriation of §175,000 is recommended for
each yard in which a ship is bmg;.

The following table shows the approximate cost of a battle ship, an ar-

ored cruiser, and a gunboat:
(éost e:;.clu-
Dispm ve Ol ar- amu.

Type. ment. | morand | AYMOr. ment. | Totalcost.
armament

11;3,(]]1 $4,211,920 | 81,800,000 | § £7,682, 777

yeedl, s 1, 520, 857 5
14,500 | 4,650,250 | “1175,000 | © 850,085 | "6 714988
1,000 | 881,840 | Nothing. 123, 908 510,748

The complete cost of 2 first-class battle ships, 2 first-class armored crunisers,
and 2 gunboats, with total tunnusﬁe of 63,000 tons, recommended in this hill,
will be approximatel 500,000. These battle ships and cruisers will be
larger than any heretofore authorized by Congress, and the plans recom-
mended by the board of construction have already excited the favorable
comment of the naval authorities abroad. The committes is of the opinion
that in recommending the above naval programme it is making a s%n—
tial and healthy increase
with popular favor.

PREVIOUS NAVAL PROGRAMMES.

It might be of interest in this connection to give a statement of the ships

authorized each year by Congress since the commencement of the new Navy.

of our Navy, and one which will meet everywhere
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TABLE L. —Sh?)u authorized each year by Con to be built fm’ the United TABLE L—Ships authorized each year by Congress, ete.—Continued.
es Navy since the comm of the “ new navy o
[Does f a status other than that of “a thmzadtobebnﬂt." Num- | Total
el ot = e ] Date of authorization | Ton- Naina, ber in [ num- | ton-
Total and class. nage. ) each |berfor| Dage
Num- | Total | 20+ class, | year. | fOT
Date of anthorization | Ton- Nare ber in | num- nage year.
and class. nage. ; each |ber for| "5
class. | year. | capy Mar. 3, 1897.
Torpedo boats ........... Stringham _.......
Mar. 8, 18585. 47 Golds%om‘ngh ..... } 8 } 4 LR
Protected cruisers -...... 5,00 5 Practioo vessel (siling)..| 8 | Chesapenke | 1 :
8,000 4| 12,48 May 4, 1895,
Dispatch vessel........... 1,486 1 }
- Battle ships. ............... 12,500
1884 (none). 12,500
Destroyers 12,&
4,008 9 ; ISR suzoes P 490
%% } 4| 10,4%0 : g
!m 2 m
8,060 s
3,000 4 400
3,990 400
8,090 420
T 2(l o 88,414 b
4,413 1 420
1 1 =
433
Torpedo boats ;% i P
E, % %isntonomoh ..... o R e T R 167
* et e 167
4,324 | Philadelphia _.. 1
4,008 | Ban Fralll)cisco 2 LE R A 1%
1,710 | Concord .. 2 174
1,710 174
i
8,200 165
5,870 165
8,218 165
g,% Gunboat (not yet built)..| (1)
2,080 MOnItOTS. oeeeeeeeeeee 214
- 2080 8.4
Gunboat ..camracaronnseses 839 8514
Mar. 2, 1889, Mar, 8, 1899 e
Vior | - PR S SR 1,177
g 117 Battle ships....o_......... 14,600
Bam' ..l o ssanansannan 2,156 {2.%
June 30, 1890 Armored cruisers ..._._.. %z%
ttle ShipS..cnueeneennnen 10,288 14,000 12 | 104,600
Ba 10,238 Protected cruisers ....... 3,100
10,288 8,100
Protected cruisers........ 7,875 3100
Torpedo boat....ccceunnen 120 g}%
Mar. 2, 1891, 8,100
Protected cruiser ........ 7.876
15,000
July 19, 1892, 14, 600
13,600
Battle ship.......ccoooooe- 11,840 2%
Armored cruiser ......... 9,216 13.%
Mar. 8, 1893, g:m 14 | 99,920
boats 1,871 9’%
s s 1,802 120
1,892 120
Submarine ......oeecoooae 120 120
July 26, 189k, %
Torpedo boats. . .......... }g 1901 (nome).
142 <
Mar. 2, 1895. Aprﬁtig ’;’3‘;”5““" (74 tons) was not authorized to be built, but was purchased
Battleships. .coceeoeaanna 11,525 TABLE II.—Shi; thorized each yea ss to be built for the United
s 11,525 Statgs)\c’::(vy s::u:e the mmmmm the ** new m:f
GuNbOALS . . .ocvenmnrenneaa} Lo [Does not include ships of a status t;t.}a]er than that of “authorized to be
1,000 buil
1,000
1,000 1883. 1885. 1886.
boats L 5 g g
TOrpofo B <occiar race 16 Class or type of ship. Z | Total |1884.| £ | Total | 2 | Total
182 : on- g | ton- 5
June 10, 1896. E Lol E DARY: E TARS.
Battle ships. ...ccccanacnen 11,525
11,5% 8 Battle ahips, first orsecond class._.|___.l._.._.... = 2| 12,907
=2 e g L ah o MGTIGORS <, cer A S = e i Pen e ea ot E ol e 4| 18,090
RS OIS S -l isers, 000 to 6,000 to
e 18] %,919 cgguand e G0 Yo 6/ fons | s Faniom |, 2| 78| 1| 4,418
éﬁ Unprotected cruisers, over 1 (XII S
o 10 e e B T
R [ESSE I NeEE 1 105
i
12 4[12486 |......| 4|10,480 | 0| 86,474
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TABLE IL—Ships authorized each year by Congress, etc.—Continued.

shows a balance of £53,880,013 required to be appropriated to complete the
said vessels, outside of any a iation that may be made or vé)mels au-

mboat to replace Mr'cki?au, never built.

4 An eighth submarine, the Holland, was authorized tobe purchased. Date

of purchase, April1l, 1 ¢ The ram was the Katahdin,
COST OF SHIPS OF NEW NAVY.

Vessels of the new Navy, built since 1882 and completed to December 31,
1001, number 79, and have cost §124,809,001.89. Of these, 24 are torpedo boats
and 55 are v 1s of other el as shown in the table below.

The vessels building number 59, and of these 82 are torpedo boats and
destroyers, lenvin%szr vessels of other classes. The estimated cost of com-
fletin these vessels is (June 30, 1900) $110,183,118. Deducting the appropria-

ions t%r these vessels—
Fiscal year 1901 - - oo ocececciecccmccccecmesscmessesmeemseeeeseaas
Fiscal year 1908 . . oo oaenimreio—e o -
Balance on hand in Treasury June 80, 1900 . ....c oo omeooiiaaaainnn
Balance to credit of appropriation for submarine torpedo boat ._.
Amounts since deposited or allowed on submarine torpedo boat ..

1887, 1888, 1889, 1890. thorized by the present naval bill. Therefore the total number of vessels of
the Navy, built and building, is 188, of which 56 are torpedo boats and
: 5 o . destroyers, and the total cost will be §235,082,209.80.
Class or type of ship. | & Total | £ | Total | £ | Total g Total
n- n- n- -
E  ace 18 Vasee-| 5 'nage. | B aage. Type. Built. (Building. Total.
Z “ Z 4
Beitleahing - cos s
Battle ships, first or second Armored cruisers. ...... Ig
O ] PR S R 3| 80,864 ected cruisers.._... 21
Monitors.......c.cau - 5 S1 E e Se R AR S S st MR e Unprotected cruisers. .. 3
Armored cru o L] 820040 Slie e ored TAIL....covon-- 1
Cruisers, over 6,000 tons, firs Monitors ... 10
O s e | A M | o Al b 1| 7,87 | Gunboats..... 18
Cruisers, from 8,000 to 6,000 ing ship 1
tons, mon%:rla?mm 2| 8,422 | 3|12,208 ':i"f: ialclass . ..o.ooan-. 2
Cruisers, un X ns, edo-boat destro; E
s i 3| 6207 Torpetc bomte s B
npro cruisers, over
l,&n Jacted. cral T | 1| 1,40 N Submarine torpedo boats 7
%1)111l:fanmt.t}b;)%‘_ml -------- 1 2| 2,854 i 5 e e 136
S areiAcnmsa o i IS e i 1% 1 1 e A Vasmek lonb (Mulnt sk Clarleslen) 2
L e e 610,916 | 8| 27,602 | 8| 4,509 | 5| 88,850 .
The above table does not include the protected cruisers Albany and New
1891. 1892, 1899, 1894. Orleans, the gunboat ka, nor the torpedo boats Manley and Somers, ves-
sels hased duarin e Spanish war; neither does it include the subma-
o B o rine wﬁado‘boat Holland, nor captured vessels.
Class or type of ship. E Total | 2 | Total | 2 | Total 2 | Tota It be seen from the above table that while we have built and are
ton- fon- ton- | g | ton- , all told, 138 ships, yet comparatively few of them have any real
g nage. E nage. E nage. | 2 | nage. fighting value. Our naval prowess almost entirely in our 18 battle shi
= z z Z 8 armored cruisers, and 21 protected cruisers. The rest of our shi wonplﬁ
cut but little figure in actual war. Ships of the battle line pmctimﬁy alone
determine the naval strength of a nation.
Bac%at{;_f]}i?_s" ‘ BRIk i nd Al alasel NAVAL PROGRAMMES OF OTHER COUNTRIES.
Armored cruisers ._......... | 1| ems |fIIT 22| _Belowisa tableshowing the building programmes for 1901-2, and for 1902-8,
. Cruisers, over 6,000 tons, first of the principal naval powers of the w%rld: 2= e o
guma%g: """""""" : 7‘ ms‘ WA e Y 2, : i Building programmes for 1901-2, and for 1902-3.
ol'pedo e o o ot f e e e et i EEE
i e R T S Je=] o 1 10 | iliamns -
Total 1| 7,875 | 2|20,565| 4| 4,270 8 423 g
o 9'5 w o =
1865, 1806. 1807, 1898. 8 g =
. : A IR
Classor type of ship. | & | Total | & | Tota1 | £ | Total | § | Total Ple |5 |4~
g g
=
4 “ 3 2 2 3 2
6 1 3 B P g 16 e
Battle ships, first or second- B raas Bleesl Blhiele
R R S e A L § s SRS R CON A, SRRt SR RiaR
Monitors.. =l 0| 10 . ORI [ ) S N
Gunthosta e e E 1% e [ o
Destroyers....ccccceeeeeee----| 8| 512 |10) 1,344 | 3| 822(18| 6,605 | Submarines. .. .ceoooce| B B |l e e et
'l‘orpedf;am‘l‘aonts ................
Training vessels and ram.... ~ 4 2
L) i, " AR R el 2 u 1
Blores 3
............ 1
13 2l
2 16
Class or type of ship.
Ships built and building.
Battloghips.......ccocecinieas 55 24 29 17 19 6 15 9
Armored cruisers ............ B 24| 11 9 5 3 10
Bt ion, st o sesond .. g | Qs w0 B g g
Armored CTUISerS. coouee caenannean 13 Gunboats. .. 68| 2| 17| 18| 11| 18| 14 14
O iaars v 0 tors, irst ciass.. 0 | Destroyers .  J O B I i e 13
Cruisers from 3,00 o' 6,000 tons, i ey, = B e 1B i e ol [l B
secondclass .. ... _.o—e.o-
Cruisersunder 3,000 tons, thirdelass_.._|........|....| ... 3
B a8 | o e et Thoo.. A onilet rogramme is to be
UNDORLS - - .oecmmcmanaarmncacmanaes , completin, ramme o . A complete e is to
DOstrOYers .. - ccmammmerommmnnmsss|aceloremasasloiea]aaaa 16 | considered; na%nrorgm?égﬁ available, 1902-3. R -
go‘b oin = % ¢Included in battle ships, as in German budget.
ubmarine . ......-...- s
i Of all the countries, Germany has been building during the last few years
Training vessels and - 2 fmé,er_thgg any olf ég ?ﬂigg' nﬁer]; fhgpliu&diigg gmgr;{gfg‘e atgrrst?d hi:: 1898
and will be comple n , possi in , instead o as nned.
Total oo e oo 18/ [108,000.| 24 {09, B0 | ~foeo-oe Hmt'l pf &Tﬁg E:ﬁiont»egl httttlas :hhf z)}low&ng n?w Iela:-;etltl& sE};c;ur iﬂ;?mdrona
~ - = each of e L] or flagsh e n reserve.
sRam. PTwo of these battle ships were second class, Maine and Texas. | Besides these there 2o toba I 1a mcruisars, 88 smaller cmiser]: and 16 divi-
¢ One sions of torpedo boats of 6 each. This programme will give her in all 38 bat-

tle ships, 14 large cruisers, 38 smaller cruisers, and 96 torpedo boats. After
the completion of this programme the plan contemplates new constructions
to replace ships which, though still serviceable, may have reached the pre-
scribedsage limit.

APPROPRIATIONS FOR THE NEW NAVY.

In 1883 we the construction of our gresent Navy, and down to 1901,
inclusive. $655,664,000 was appropriated. Of this sum 000 has been
expended, leaving an unexpended balance of $65,271,000. The following
communication from the tary of the Navy, with the accompanying
statement, shows the amount of appropriations made each year since the
beginning of the construction of the new Navy, and the disposition of the
same;
NAVY DEPARTMERT, Washington, April 2, 1502,

e each year

S1r: Replying to your letter of the 17th ultimo, requesting to be furnished
with a st t showing the amount of the approﬁn‘a mad
since the beginning of the construction of the new Navy; how much of these
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A tions has been used each and how much has been covered baek: | STATEMEST -
ing .wmuuhotmmmmmmmm HoclB.
o e ek e gona 2 o A oESE st eeien saral | it
gone WOERE WIS DAVA 14 ations’ and expenditures under * Provisions, Navy," less a t
Eho.n“' I have the honor toofinm gh m prepared. m&l;g:“ ded under thﬁwutkw Sfor labor, included IL!'? sta ;mu.en“thu;‘ ;
i vt ottt T (‘“Supplies and Accounts").
tures, an hnhmspm-tnininsm the naval establishment, by fiscal years from
Bt He Y, Dbt ol perso A
ment No. enance mnel. 3
Nos 1A and 1 5. Pay and subsistence, respectively, as combined in state- Teari ati Expendsd. | Balances,
ment No
No. 2. Ap;;upﬂntlom and eu:pnn&tmm under all annual appropriations; 0.000 0,000
by bureaus, for each $310, §010,
y-Nt.\s A anﬂ. 2 B. Bummaries atyshhemsnﬁlﬁl'u. 2, by years and bureans, %'?[12'% %'(@’l“?‘%

Ho. 3 Apmpﬂnﬂons and expenditures for public works. it mum“
Inmot the Navy. 1,080,000 930,000
ﬂpwhl at!on for specific objects. 900, 000 000

Noe. 8, War ummm tions and expand.lh:[raa for Marine o). 000 000

:_a.rn:é m.iacal]ane?us app T 975, (00 970,000
UMMATY o mﬁm expenditures, and balances wn in 4 1

detnﬁ by statements mm Rg 1 to 6 B, inclusive. %- g}g % 1,%,%

l{wmuter-aanam 1, in forwarding the above statements, reports as 1. 059, 000 1;0&]}'«»

"y rejnrlng statements odd dollars and cents have been discarded, 1,015, 000 1,055,000

m&p are approximately correct. It will be noted from the el T

t, N that the total of the a priations for the entire 1 215,'[‘.00 1'240 000

ninetaenyeamismmum expendibtres, \395,000; balances, LESAN | om0

81'1000 of which the sum of m&:ﬁ.ﬂnforincreaseo the a.vyandgn‘b— '685:“!) 1'450' 000

works remained available for future expenditures on account of 27150, 000 '150 000
objwu.thehahmotaboutwmgl having bmorwﬂlbecuﬂed , » 1o,
surgi found of th gtothsabovethawtala togh 23 950,000 21,335 000
of about §32,000,000 for the current fiscal ﬂ 1of ap- 5 =, + 835,
propriati mfw%mtywm since bestn:nhzg o new Navy ap-
ey $758, fully. JOHN D. LONG, & i §?::flr cg;:i :utsix‘bence entire period, §21,335,000.
Hon. Gro. EDMUND
i Chairman C'ommim Naval Aﬂ'airs. House of Répresentatives, Burbonof Buppiies and Accounss, Aprika; 1.
SraTEGENE 0.1 and expen damsuzﬁrwz?i:m a ti £ f
A jons 8 all a iations {exce, ‘or
Al Hh;uouumuz:ll o:h: mooatmfwnhbainssho s eaekmbntm‘ ce of pmmne! » shown in statement No. 1) for mj:- and
[This su nee 3 of eac Wi ureait.
SPVSVERSY, ments Nos. 1 Aysnd 1 B annexed.] s
A o -
Year. Apgtrgam'ﬂ- s penided | | Bilanoas Bureau. w Expended. | Balances.
$8,145,000 | $8,145,000 000 Totg O
816,00 | 5,145,000 : o000 |  SSieo00 | a0
7,915,000 (7,915,000 2 819, 000 806, 000 13,000
7,930, 000 7,930, 000 =3 220 000 em 000 5
7,980,000 | 7,900,000 $00.000 238,000 252,000 | 8,000
8,245,000 8, 140, 000 05, 000 1,772,000 1, 780, 000 42,000
8,840,000 | 8,530, (000 10,000 1,218,000 | 1,216,000 2,000
B s i |l 4R
smio| sumite) oo e ey
B: 130, 000 8: 4-‘!]1(!11 ________ A i 501t R PP PP ) g 5,747, 000 5,554,000 198, 000
Rom 00| 8955000 8000 | socrearssoffid
SO, ) ¥09, 5 11 1 2 ta 402, 000 402,000 |............
Se0.0001° Sas0n01 15,000 Varda and Docks 568,000 | 512,000 | 756,000
9,485,000 , 400, 000 £5, 000 Equipment. £68, 000 63, 000 5, 000
10,850,000 | 10,575,000 875,000 | N'a 301,000 287,000 14,000
16,185,000 | 12,750,000.| 3,435,000 409, 000 505, 000 104, 000
14,960,000 | 14,960,000 |..oo- - - Consl:ru]g:lon and Repair 1,854,000 ii?l.”,f% 1,00
Total oo e e 177,010,000' | 172,145,000 | 4,865,000 | g um%’é‘“ﬁmﬁaa::““"‘" 7 "136, 000 134, 000 2,000
- Medicine and Burgery-...coaeeinncnnes 150, 000 123, 000 7,000
Tot cost ** Maintenan mnml‘.‘ tire roximatel
sm;,us}cm. e = Rewiod-aby o TTORRL-L <. cvieivs s abr s i it A .5‘ 179,000 4,980,000 199, 000
NAVY DEPARTMENT _
Bureawof Sumh‘u and Accounts, April 2,'1902, 898, 000 308,000 [ooeeee oo
—_— 424,000 g,wo 8,000
STATEMENT No.1 Al %Eﬁ 350,000 3,000
PAY: OF THE NAVY. 242,000 299 000 20,000
iations and it 2 1, 000 1, (21, 000 000
e = == o
Year. Appdrt™ | Expended. 125,000 116,000 9,000
4,863,000 4,808,000 000
$7,735,000 | 87,235,000 i o
7,135,000 | 7,135,000
6,910, 000 6,910, 000 | Sacmhnry‘aoﬁoe B A S e 506, 000 881,000 15, 000
6, 840, 000 6, 940, GO0 Yardsand Docks 420, 000 418, 000 11, 000
7,000, 000 7,000,000 Equipment___._.... 888,000 | - 789, 000 99,000
7,215, 000 7,210, 000 Navigation_. 322,000 315, 000 7,000
7,350, 000 7,540, 000 Ordnance ... 231,000 227,000 4,000
7,285,000 7,140, 000 Construction and Repair 1,020, 000 1,019,000, 1,000
7,250, 000 "i:‘ 125, 000 Steam Engineering. ... 961, 000 816, 000 145,000
7,800, 000 7,005, 000 Supplies and Accounts 148, 000} 140, 000 6,000
?’ %‘% ;'11’%‘% cine and SUrZery: - cococeezascen 125, 000 106,000 19,000
A ] 3
Ty 000 7 000 + S T = (st el 4,518, 000 4,211,000 207, 000
mﬁ’:mﬂ w,g:an To =
§i200.000 | 810,000 254,000 247, 000 7,000
s 5 16, Becratary’s office - + 3 y
29,125,000 | - 59,125,000 Yards and Doc i 440, 000 430, 10,000
13,500, 000 11,300, 000 Equi‘pma‘nt & 854,000 779,000 75,000
12,810,000 | 12,810,000 Navigation_. : 302,000 296, 000 6,000
Ordnanete ... cvenezen 211,000 208, U00 5,000
153,760,000 | 150,810, 000 Construction and Repair 943, 000 940,000 3,000
EEmEshoter me ma) e
s Figures for 1809 given on basis of authorized peace quota. vt a LOOTMY" .. el s :
Total pay entire period, §150,810,000. A A B 2 e 15,000
NAVY DEPARTMERT, ! TPORAL i S o cu e A s 4,000, 000 3,930, 000 160, 000

Bureau of Supplies and Accounts, April 2, 1002.
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BTATEMENRT No. 2 B.

o

8 Y O] ent 2, by bureaus, entire period.
Bureau. Apg)tgg?ﬂ- Expended. | Balances.

Becretary's offlce «...eecicecoiicecmaaaas 147,000 , 085, 000 ﬁ,wﬂ
Yardsand Docks_ 301, 000 2,971,000 L 000
Equipment__._... 832,000 24,328, 000 504, 000
Navigation... 943, 000 6,737,000 206, 000
OTANANOE o e e ar 5 208, 000 10, 690, 000 518, 000
Construction and Repair 462, 000 86,240,000 222000
Bteam Engineering.__._......__. 226, 000 19, 865,000 861, 000
Buelaﬁllies and Accounts . 545, 000 4,890,000 155, 000
Medicine and Surgery 627,000 2,557,000 70, 000
17 Ll M S e i 127,291,000 | 124,843,000 ' 2,448,000
Total expenditures under all annual appropriations, entire period (except-

ing for * Maintenance of personnel,” statement No. 1), 3121,84§,(X]].

NAVY DEPARTMENT,
Bureau of Supplies and Accounts, April 2, 1902,

SrateMeENT No. 3.
PUBLIC WORKS.
In addition to items generally classified under the heading of *Public

SBTATEMENT No. 6.
War appropriations and expendituresy 1858-99.
........................................................ §100, 000, 000
- 70,000,000

Nore.—War appropriations are omitted from preceding s‘ta_teme;'lts ‘tor
the reason that to include them would lessen the usefulness of the tables for
purposes

of comparison.
No.6 A.

Marine Corps appropriations and expenditures (1883 to 1901, inclusive).
App $21, 750,000
Expen 20, 650, 000
Ba 1,100,000

Nore.—The above approximate expenditures of the Marine Corps can ni
be classified by the Bureau in detail, as disbursements for the Mnrlﬂ:'la Cor;:
have not been made through this office during the entire period mentioned.

No.6 B.
Miscellaneous appropriations,

Appropriated + 500,
Expended...... 0% ‘;.(X]].%
32PN SR R el T R e el LR LT T el I 500, 000

Relief acts, appropriations to cover damages, and for 1 astronomical
observations, expeditions to %ﬂar regions, International Naval Revi:g, etc.,
being directly for naval use, but not assignable to any particular bureaun or

year. -
NAVY DEPARTMENT,

works,” this statement includes special appropriations for the purchase of r
land and improvements of manufacturing plants at navy-yards for entire Bureau of Supplies and Accounts, April 2, 1902,
period 1888 to 1901. i
STATEMENT No. 7.
Appropri- | peoenaeq | Bala SUMMARY.
Bureau. ated. T TCES. | appropriations, expenditures, and balances for the entire naval establishment
Jrom 1883 to 1901, inclusive.
Yards and DockS. -..oooeocnceonecmnnn-- $28,792,000 | 19,561,000 | $9,171,000
wipment......... 1,714,000 643,000 | 1,071, Objects. Appro-
ke 953,000 | 2,078,000 | 875,000 ! pristeq. | Bxpended. | Balances.
Oonstruction uad Hepal 13500 | Toonon| #9000
nstruction an pair . ; 238,
Steam Engineering ... L4000 | 915000 | 550,000 | Bt mn: Seatemont Moo ol 810 00,000 | %156, 006,000 | 15204009
Medicine and Surgery-- 855, 000 846, 000 9,000 ula;--‘l e of personnel: Statement g G QT Sy
b 3 B 89,240,000 | 26,986,000 | 12,254,000 | Annual purposes: Statement No. 2....| 127,201,000 | 124,843,000 | 2,448,000
%?;’?‘;Ea.ﬁ?‘;ii%’t‘f&sirﬁ;r” 0,000,000 | 70,000,000 | 50,000,000
Total expenditures, appropriations for public works, $26,986,000. Mari e "o’ ! Hrle
g : rine Corps: Statement No.6 A._._. 21,750,000 20, 650, 000 1,100,000
g rexpenced balanoes of sppropristions far public works ramsinavailsble | igsallaneous: Statement No. 8 B._- 7,500,000 | 7,000,000 | 500000
Wiys DECABTNENE, L oo Aorilh, 1008 Grand total -.....cooomoeeceeneas 665,004,000 | 590,898,000 | 65,271,000

BTATEMENT No. 4.
INCREASE OF THE NAVY.

This statement covers all appropriations intended for inereasing the Navy

directly in the line of construction of new vessels and providing for their

armor, armament, and ujlpment withont li%ﬂi to the titles assigned by
or entire period to 1901.

the Treasury Departmen
Object. Appropriated.| Expended. | Balances.
17, 414, 000 08,194, 000 1, 220, 000
. , 435, 000 slﬁT‘Sﬂl.CKl] 311.634,0)‘.]
, 840, , 143,000 '
179,680,000 | 166,138,000 | 18,551,000

Total expendituw entire period, for increasing the Navy, §166,158,000.
U%axpcg)ged ba.l.:.e:f'cea remain available for future expend?itum‘ :

NAVY DEPARTMENT, .
Bureaw of Supplies and Accounts, April 2, 1902,

BTATEMENT No. 5.
BPECIAL,

Special appropriations (not for any particular year) under the cognizance of
the several l'ﬁcreaus. Jor specific oggc!s. for which l)h.e current annual appro-
-priations were not applicable, mg as indicated below.

Bureau. Appropri- | pxpended. | Balances

000 000 84,000

S 0 o000 | ¥58000

545,000 317,000 000

983, 000 980, 000 3,000

1,113,000 | 1,013,000 [ 100,000

41,000 25,000 13,000

8,184,000 2,631,000 558,000

Of the above, the ex{;;ndlt-ures were chjaﬂ{)g.: follows:

Equipment: For coaling barges and water ts.

Navigation: For surveys and ontfits for apprentices. .

Ordnance: For modern batteries for the Hartford and Chicago, and for
arming and equipping Naval Militia. _

Construction and Repair: For repairs to the Hartford and Chicago.

Steam En, ineerinf: or new machinery for the Chicago and Hartford and
new boilers for the dtlanta and Dolphin.

Supplies and Accounts: For consolidating and transportation of naval
supplies.

NAVY DEPARTMENT, y
Bureau of Supplies and Accounts, April 2, 1902,

Total expenditures all naval appropriations for period mentioned,

000,
OTE.—Practically all of the unexpended balances (§25805,000) shown

above for "' Increasing the Navy" and *Public works" remained available
for expenditures after June 30, 1901. The balances under all other headings
(about $40,000,000) have been or will be carried to the surplus fund.

ga.gppropmtions (about $82,000,000) and expenditures for the current year
(1902) are not included, as the expenditures are of course incomplete, and
can not be even approximated as g'et.

Adding the appropriations to the ag te for previous years willmakea
grand total, since the b%nning of the *New Navy " to date (1883 to 1902) of
approximately §738,000,000.

. NAVY DEPARTMENT,
Bureau of Supplies and Accounts, April 2, 15902,
MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE.

The committee informally rose; and Mr. HEMENWAY having
taken the chair as Speaker pro tempore, a message from the Sen-
ate, by Mr. PARKINSON, its reading clerk, announced that the
Senate had agreed to the amendments of the House of Represent-
atives to resolutions and bills of the following titles:

S. R. 82. Joint resolution providing for the printing annually
of franks required for sending out seed;

8. 1205. An act to amend an act anthorizing the construction
of a railway. street railway, motor, wa%on. and pedestrian bridge
over the Missouri River near Council Bluffs, Iowa, and Omaha,
Nebr., approved February 13, 1891, and amended by an act ap-
proved January 28, 1898, and by an act approved April 21, 1898,
and to anthorize the Omaha Bridge and Terminal Railway Com-
pany, successor to the Interstate Bridge and Street Railway Com-
pany, to complete, reconstruct, and change a bridge for railway
and street railway purposes over the Missouri River near Council
Bluffs, Iowa, and aha, Nebr.;
ng 2951, An act granting an increase of pension to Maria J.

ilson;

8. C. R. 17. Concurrent resolution to print 10,000 copies of
Senate Document No. 84, being a message from the President of
the United States transmitting a report of the Secretary of Agri-
culture in relation to the forests, rivers, and mountains of the
Southern Appalachian region, ete.;

8. 5736. An act for the relief of citizens of the French West
Indies;

S. 2336. An act ting a pension to Rebecca Coppinger;

8. 1305, An act for the relief of Mrs, Arivella D. Meeker;

S. 4992. An act to provide an American register for the bark
Homeward Bound; and

S. 4506. An act granting an increase of pension to Ann E.
Collier,
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The message also announced that the Senate had agreed to the
reports of committees of conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses on the amendments of Senate to bills of the fol-
lowing titles: ’ .

H. R. 18371. An act granting an increase of pension to Charles
D. Palmer: and p |

H. R. 12054, An act granting a pension to Elizabeth A. Burrill.

The message also announced that the Senate had disagreed to
the amendment of the House of Representatives to the bill (8.
3992) ting an increase of pension to David M. McEnight,
had asked a conference with the House on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses thereon, and had appointed Mr. GALLINGER,
Mr. DEBOE, and Mr. TURNER as the conferees on the part of the
Senate. : ’

The message also announced that the Senate had passed with
amendment bill of the following title; in which the concurrence
of the House was requested: =

H. R. 12804. An act making appropriations for the support of
the Army for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1903. i

The message also announced that the Senate had passed with-
out amendment the following resolutions:

House concurrent resolution 50.

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the Senate concurring), That there
be printed 25,000 copies of so much of the First Assistant Postmaster-General's
Report for 1900-1980] as relates to rural free-delivery service, 10,000 copies for
the use of the Post-Office Department, 10,000 for the use of the House of Rep-
resentatives, and 5,000 copies for the use of the Senate.

House concurrent resolution 49.

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the Senale ccmcun'i‘ng), That there
be printed 1,000 copies of the Preliminary Description of the ea}gﬂc&l and
Water Resources of the Southern Half of the Black Hills and Adjoining Re-

ons in Sonth Dakota and Wyoming, recently prepared by Nelson Horatio

arton, under the direction of the United States Geologieal Survey, 500 copies
for use of the House, 250 copies for use of the Senate, and 250 copies for use
of the Secretary of the Interior.
House concurrent resolution 43.

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the Senate concurr:“::?). That there
be printed a,?.mmditmm c%giea of the annual report of the Commission to
the Five Civilized Tribes to the Secretary of the Interior for the fiscal year
ended June 30, 1901, 1,000 copies for the use of the House of Representatives,
500 copies for the use of the Senate, and 2,000 copies for the use of the Depart-
ment of the Interior.

House concurrent resolution 25.

Resolved by the House o{ Representatives (the Senate camm':ﬁ), That there
be published and bound 6,000 copies of the Btate pa;fors and cor nd-
ence bearing upon the purchase of the Territory of Louisiana by the United
States, including the treaty of purchase, 4,000 copies for the use of the House
of Representatives and 2,000 for the use of the Senate.

House concurrent resolution 15.

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the Senate concurring), That
there be printed and bound, by photolithographic process, with an intro-
duetion of not to exceed 25 pages, to be prepared by Dr. Cyrus Adler, libra-
rian of the Smithsonian Institution, for the use of Congress, 9,000 copies of
Thomas Jefferson’s ** Morals of Jesus of Nazareth,” as the same a rs in
the National Museum, 8,000 copies for the use of the Benate and 6,000 copies
for the nse of the House,

The m e also announced that the Senate had passed bill
and joint resolution of the following titles; in which the concur-
rence of the House was requested: ) :

8. 5785. An act to fix the compensation of criers and bailiffs in
the United States courts; and

S. R. 98. Joint resolution appropriating the sum of $500,000,
includin%the $200,000 already appropriated, for the relief of the
French West Indies and St. Vincent.

NAVAL APPROPRIATION BILL.

The committee resumed its session.

Mr. MEYER of Lounisiana. Mr. Chairman, I yield one hour to
my colleague [Mr. RIXEY].

r. RIXEY. Mr. Chairman, I do nogﬁropose to make a par-
Eﬁlan speech, but to submit a few practical observations upon the

As stated by the chairman of the committee, this bill carries
something like $77,000,000—§442,000 less than was carried in the
bill for 1902; but the chairman might have gone further and stated
that it carries $11,000,000 more than was carried in the bill for
1901, and $24,000,000 more than was carried in the bill for 1900—
an excess over 1900 of nearly as much as the whole naval estab-
lishment cost ten years ago. This bill carries less than was esti-
mated for by some $20,000,000, and the Naval Committee deserves
credit for the way in which it has brought down these estimates
to the amount carried in the bill, and too much credit can not be
given to the patience and untiring and painstaking care which
the chairman of the committee has given to this subject.

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me we can never e t to have a
naval bill which will carry less than the present bill. This bill
would carry more than the bill for 1902 except for two items.
There is a reduction of $7,000,000, as compared with the bill for
1902, for hulls and machinery. There is also a reduction in the
bill for 1903, as compared with the bill for 1902, of $2,500,000 for
the Naval Academy at Annapolis. These two items make $9,500,-
000. Taking from that the $442,000 reduction in this bill, and we
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have really an increase for the naval establishment proper of some
£9,000,000.

1 take it we may never expect to see the naval bill less than it
is as present. This bill carries a provision for 500 new cadets at
Annapolis. It carries a provision for 3,000 enlisted men, and it
is to be followed by a bill to increase the Medical Corps, the Pay-
master’s Corps, the pharmacists, and I suppose the Marine Corps.
I do not mention these matters in a critical spirit, becanse I re-
alize that when we build ships we have got to provide the men to
man them, and we have got to pay the expenses for that purpose.
The time to consider these questions is when we are up against
the proposition to build ships. ) y

Tge chairman of the Committee on Naval Affairs says that it
takes a thousand dollars to keep one of these battle ships in com-
mission one day. I think he has greatly underestimated the
amount, for Admiral O’Neil states t for the battle ship Ala-
bama the sum of $70,000 was spent for target practice alone in
six months. This is $449 for every day, Sundays excepted, for
target practice, and I take it that the expense for keeping a bat-
tle ship in commission can not be less than $2,000 a day.

I think much of the expense is due to the unfortunate organi-
zation of the Navy Department. We have eight separate bureaus
in the naval establishment, each bureau presided over by an ad-
miral, each bureau, as I understand it, having jurisdiction over
the expenditures for that bureau, and almost every burean having
control of millions of dollars. Some of these bureaus interlap, so
that it is impossible to tell where the jurisdiction of one stops and
another commences. There are rivalries and contentions, so
much so that the Secretary of the Navy has been called npon
more than once to settle the jurisdiction of the several bureaus.

The retiring Secretary of the Navy saw the disadvantage of so
many bureaus, and time and again he earnestly advocated in his
annual reports that at least three of these bureaus should be con-
solidated. No attention was paid to the recommendation of the
Secretary of the Navy, except that bills were introduced and re-
ferred to the Naval Commitiee, and there they have slept. In
the Secretary’s last hearing before the Naval Committee, less than
thirty days ago, he was asked his opinion as to consolidating some
of these bureaus. The Secretary said he was then about to go out
of office and that it was not worth while to refer to the matter.
I quote his statement: 2

I have tried every year up to this year, when I have abandoned the attempt
simply because I can not carr{ it through, to consolidate three of our bureaus
which I believe could perfectly well be consolidated. I think most of you
differ from me in that re?l]ivect‘ but it leads to a rt::.'gle expense. In the yards,
where we are either building ships under contract or repairing them at our
own _yards, the Burean of Construction and Re will have an inspector,
the Bureau of Steam E eering will have an inspector, and the Bureau of
Equipment will have an ctor. Often in these cases one i tor could
superintend all the work, There isa triplication of clerical and other expense
which I think might easily be avoided as well as greater efficiency obtained
by consolidation.

However, it is not worth while to refer to this matter, because I am over-
ruled by the committee and also resisted by the Bureau officers who do not
like to give up their jurisdiction. It is not only the case of the tail wagging
the dog, but three ta wutl.ﬁgmg the dog.

The CHAIRMAN. Now, the next matter which I want to call your atten-
tion to is on 88 of the draft of the bill— ;

. Mr. VANDIVER. Before we leave the subject the Secretary has just men-

tlomdie'iet me ask if the question has been adjudicated as to whether it is

ble to consolidate these bureaus Iinferfrom the statement of the hon-

ble Secretary that he is not suegpoﬂed in the proposition, and as I had not
eard of the %estion being settled I ask for information.

Secretary Loxg. What I am saying k the three bureaus are op-

d to consolidation. The Bureau of Construction under its former chief
was in favor of it, but not afterI made n‘:ﬂ' recommendation to Coniresa that
tlﬁ;ﬂlmf a%f the coneolidated burean should be either an officer of the line or
o & 8 4

The CHATRMAN. I will say I introduced the Department bill which was
sent up in the last Congress, but the question has never been considered by
the committee.

Mr, WHEELER. Yes; in the Fifty-fifth and Fifty-sixth Congresses.

Mr. LOUDENSLAGER. Was there any discussion about it?

The CHAIRMAN, The bill has never come up for consideration by the com-
mittee. It has never been voted upon. -

Mr. LOUDENSLAGER. It was wise, by the expressions made, that it was
not voted upon at that time.

Secretary LoxNa. It is not worth while to go into it now.

It seems to me that the retiring Secretary of the Navy has done
all that he conld to remedy this crying avl"ar which he says entails
nnnecessary expense upon the Government, and it does seem to
me that the committee of which I am a member might do well to
heed the recommendations of the head of the Department and try
to consolidate these bureaus for the purpose of saving expense. I
trust, Mr. Chairman, that the new Secretary of the Navy, young,
active, vigorous, and with a reputation to make, may be more
successful in his efforts to reform the naval establishment in re-
spect to these different bureaus and place the whole npon a solid
business basis.

As an illustration of the reckless way in which some of these
bureauns send in their estimates, I will read briefly from the state-
ment of Admiral Endicott of the Burean of Yards and Docks.
He sent in his estimates, which were so grossly excessive that he
was notified that he must cut them down and that the committee
would only allow what was absolutely necessary.




5394

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

MAay 183,

I will read extracts from only one ﬁge of his hearings. Others
are almost similar. Starting at the bottom of page 3:
The (%g}a'l‘mx. The next item is, “blacksmith shop for steam engineer-

3

5, Smmirl ENDICOTT. That item can be stricken from the bill.
’I;!m CHAIRMAN. The next item is, *foundry for stcam engineering, §90,-

Admiral ENDICOTT. That item can be stricken from the bill.
'I&h]? .{_mamu.tu. The next item is, “ pattern shop for steam engineering,

Admiral EXDICOTT. That item can be stricken from the bill.
The CHATRMAN. The next item is, *coppersmith shop for steam engineer-

ing‘ L _l!
Agm‘ml ExpicorT. I would let that item go out of the bill.
The Crumxns‘. The next item is, ** Power house and stack for steam en-

g, $35,000.

Admiral Exprcort. I think that item should remain in the bill,

The CHATRMAN. The next item is, *Steel-plant building for construction
and repair %?ecmt $§240,000), §100,000.™

Admiral ENpicorr. Ihave consulted the constructor upon that item, and
while it is a thing that ought to be done, it is not necessary at the present
time. The constructor feels that if he has to give up anything he would
rather give up items at Portsmonth and Boston.

The CHAIRMAX. The nextitem is, * Plate metal workers' shop for construe-
tion and repair, §75,000." That is a new sh‘g??

Admiral ENDICOTT. Yes, sir. I would let that item be stricken from the

And so ;ifoes Some millions were struck out by the Commit-
tee on Naval Affairs. The Naval Committee is entitled to credit
for sifting these estimates, but the recklessness with which these
burean officers, or some of them, send in their estimates to the
Naval Committee is to be condemned. I insist upon it that the
bureaus ought to be remodeled, that some of them ought to be
consolidated, and that everything that comes to the Naval Com-
mittee ought to come with the sanction and indorsement of the
head of the Department.

Mr. DAYTON. Will the gentleman pardon an interruption?

Mr. RIXEY. Certainly.

Mr. DAYTON. Do g'on mean to say that these estimates do
not come to the head of the Navy Department?

Mr. RIXEY. I suppose they do come to the head of the Navy
Department, but——

Mr. DAYTON. Are they notall examined by him and sent by
him to the Naval Committee?

Mr. RIXEY. Icanonly state to you what I suppose would be
the case from what I see in the_hearings—that he has never ex-
amined them. He may have done so; if he has, it does not look
very creditable to the head of the Navy Department, in my judg-
ment. :

Mr. DAYTON. Isit not very well known to the gentleman
that while these estimates were cut down that none of them were
for works that were not advisable and desirable in order to bnild
up the naval establishment; and these changes were made, or
these cuts were made, because the committee determined first
that it would not engage in new constructions at navy-yards, or,
at least, very little, and that Admiral Endicott was instructed
that anything not thought advisable by him, looking to the fu-
ture, that it must be cut out. 'Was not that his reason?

Mr. RIXEY. I am not a member of the subcommittee, but
Admiral Endicott had been informed that the committee would

not allow many of the items he sent up, and I think properly so
informed; and when millions are cut out, it shows that he was

reckless in his statements, as I understand it.

Mr. DAYTON. I hope the gentleman will pardon me. Iknow
he does not want to be unfair, and he is not just to Admiral En-
dicott in the statement that he has made.

Mr. RIXEY. I will permit the gentleman to ask a question,
but when the gentleman proposes to lecture me I shall not permit
that.

Mr. DAYTON. You know he represents all the different
branches of the Navy Department in public works, do youn not?

Mr. RIXEY., I understand he does.

Mr. DAYTON. You know that the reasons for these different
items coming from the different bureaus is because these build-

were desirable and wanted?

r. RIXEY. No; I do not know anything of the kind.
. Mr. DAYTON. You admit you are not a member of the sub-
committee? . i

Mr. RIXEY. Certainly. I can not yield to my friend for him
to make a in my time.

Mr. DAYTON. Isimply want you to do justice to an honor-
able man in what you say. I

Mr. RIXEY. I have nodoubt Admiral Endicott is a first-class
man in his profession; but anyone who will take these estimates
must come to the conclusion, in my judgment, that he was reck-
less in stating what he desired. That there never was any neces-
sity for making these appropriations is shown by the fact that the
Naval Committee has cut them down some million dollars. In
addition to this, Mr. Chairman, I have a statement here, and I
am sorry that the gentleman from West Virginia has left,

Mr. DAYTON. Iam here.

. Mr. RIXEY. I have a statement here from Admiral Bradford,
in which he says, so far as he knows, there is no reason for the
very great increase in the Bureau of Construction and Repair,

r. DAYTON. I did not hear the statement.

Mr. RIXEY. The statement is this, that Admiral Bradford
has stated, and he is the chief of one of the bureaus, that he knows
of no reason for the great increase in another one of these bu-
reaus; that is, the Burean of Construction and Repair.

Mr. DAYTON. Will the gentleman point to tﬁr statement?
T have no recollection of it.

Mr. RIXEY, I will read it to you. In the hearings Admiral
Bradford said:

The average appropriation, not including * Increase of the Navy " salaries,
and public works, for the Bureaus of Equig\ment. Construction and Repair,

%}t.;:p Engineering, and O ce, from 1800 to 1897, inclusive, was as fol-
Bursau of Bominment ... et i a s , 170, 252,
Burean of gmgucuon and Repair = D 5 235
of Steam Engineering. __._ ... _.. = -
Burean of OranEnce s - o e e
Average for the same bureaus from 1898 {o 1903, inclusive,

Brresn of BEauiDIEnt . o o i b s miee s ks drinest st aean 752,08
Bureau of Construction and Repai L sg: %t‘l‘l‘m
Burean of Bteam Engineering . _. --  8,115,800.00
Burean of Ordnance.............. - 8,360,415.00

Per cent of increase in appropriation for these bureaus for the second period.
Bureaun of Equipment
Bureaun of Construction and Repair

Bureau of Steam Engineering
Burean of Ordnance

Attention iscalled to the fact that the average a riation for the Burean
of Equipment and Bureau of Construction and ﬂe‘puir for the first iod
was about the same, being a little larger (less than §100,000) for the n
of Construction and Repair. Forthe second period, however, the average
8 mtiimﬁm for the Burean of Construoction and Repair is 60 per cent greater
than t for the Bureau of Equipment. 8o far asIam aware, there isno
reason why the same relative expenditures for the two bureans should not
exist to-day as formerly. Attention is called to these expenditures only as
an indication of the care that bas been exercised by the Burean of Equip-
ment in the expenditure of money.

Now, it will be seen that Admiral Bradford says that there is
no reason for the 60 per cent increase.

Mr, DAYTON. So far as he knows.

Mr, RIXEY. So far as he knows, and he ought to know, be-
cause he is at the head of the Bureaun of Equipment.

Mr. DAYTON. But not at the head of the Burean of Con-
struction and Regair.

Mr. RIXEY. ertamlg not; but, as the former Secretary of
the Navy suggested, the Burean of Equipment and the Bureau of
Construction and Repair should be consolidated.

Now I will read a little further from Admiral Bradford’s

statement:
The appropriations. not including *‘ Increase of the Na
blic vﬁrk& for the Bureans of Eqn?
E::gineering. and Ordnance for the fiscal year 1902 were as follows:
Burean of Equipmient . .... ... ccvoveamimimmasmin awsmis s dansss somssvos §3,985,000
. ;:&35 00

vy,"” salaries, and
pment, Constroction and Repair, Steam

[}

Bureau of Equipment
Bureau of Construction and Repair ..
Bureau of Steam Engineering ......
Bureau of Ordnance. __......... o

Now, Admiral Bradford states that he knows no reason why
the same relative proportion should not exist to-day that existed
then, and yet the estimates and appropriations for the Bureau of
Construction and Repair are now 100 per cent more than for the
Bureau of Equipment.

Under such circumstances, Mr. Chairman, it is no wonder that
protests come to this House from conservative sources. Isup:
every member of this House has received a protest signed by 135
prominent citizens of Boston protesting inst any such t
expenditures as were estimated for, but which have been cut gown
to some extent. The protest is as follows:

Citizens of Boston and vicinity, without reference to party relations, have
united in etahh remonstrance against the proposed vast increase of naval ox-
penditures:

To the President, the Secretary of the Navy, and the members of Congress:

We to learn that the estimates for the Navy for the coming fiscal
year aggregate nearly $100.000,000.
This is about five t.gms the amount expended only ten yearsago. The new

estimates amount to an average cost of over gi for evm? family in the coun-
trE‘. Half thissum applied to education woul mt}}part 000 manual
schools, at nearly §10,000 apiece, throughout the United States,
‘We believe thatitisa n oxtravagance to take for this purpose any-
like one hundred millions out of the pockets of the [)eopla.

‘e hold that the maintenance of a machinery of war is not only a
mﬂ?au upon the people, but a positive menace to the peace of the
world.

For more than a hundred years the United States has borne the honorable
tradition of a nation which had no need of great armaments. We nrgew all

who believe in Eu;t:lce. good will, and humf;ity as the t saf s of
the interests of nation to exert their influence to in this dis-
tinetion.
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Now, Mr. Chairman, I will take but a short time to consider
another question which was considered at length by the chair-
man of the Committee on Naval Affairs, and that is the question
of where we are to build the ghips anthorized in this bi The
chairman of the committee challenged a statement sent out from
certain sources that the mwyn{arda have cost upward of $100,-
000,000. I believe, however, he admitted that t have cost
from seventy to eighty million dollars. I understand that the 46
grtil:ate shipyards of the country have cost about $68,000,000.

10 navy-yards have cost certainly $70,000,000 and perimps
$100,000,000. The 46 private yards have cost about $68,000,000.

Now, I want to ask that if these 468 contractors, with their ship-
yards costing on an average a million and a half dollars apiece,
can build battle ships, can not our 10 navy-yards, costing on the
average of from seven to ten millions, also build them? Tell me
they can not build as cheaply as contractors! Why, sir, the plant
is already provided; the Government pays no interest npon 1t; it
pays no insurance; the constructors are educated by the Govern-
ment at Annapolis; it has the very best talent in the conntry; and
you tell me that the Government, with these plants all provided,
with the men trained for the purpose, with no interest and no in-
surance to pay, can not build ships as cheap as contractors who
have to provide interest on their plant and insurance and profits!
Such a claim is not creditable to the Navy De ent nor to
any portion of it from its chief down to the laboring man em-
ployed by the Department at the navy-yards.

The chairman of the committee, as I understood it, contended
that one reason was that the men in the employ of the Govern-
ment only worked eight hours, whereas the private shipyards
worked their men ten honrs. I want to remind him that that
reason is likely to be removed; that the Committee on Labor of
this House has reported a bill providing that no contractor shall
work laborers longer than eight hours upon Government work.
Sofarasthatﬁoes that is likely to be avoided in the future.

Mr. SULZER. I would like to ask the gentleman if it is not a
fact that some of the best ships in the Navy have been built in
the Government shipyards?

Mr. RIXEY. Four of them, I think, have been built in the
Government shipyvards. The illustration and the comparison
which the gentleman from Illinois makes in regard to ships here-
tofore built in the navy-yards are unfair. When the Maine and
the Texras were built the privilege was given to the contractors to
take the contract upon the limit fixed by Congress. They de-
clined to take the contract, and the Government was compelled
to build these ships at its navy-yards. It had to build them at a
time when the navy-yards were not equipped as they are now,
It had to build them when it was not prepared pmpar&;or the
work. Hence it is unfair to make such a comparison at this time.

But if it were fair, Mr. Chairman, let us see how the prices
charged by contractors themselyes have varied. In 1880, when
only two concerns were competing for construction of ships, it
cost to build the Indiana $579 per ton. Five {lears later, when
theNewportNewsCompanf'was in the field, the Kearsarge was
built for $334 per ton, involving a difference of $1,673,000 on a
gingle ship.

In 1888 the Columbian Iron Works built the hull and machinery
of the Montgomery for $486 per ton. In 1893 the Newport News
Company built the hull and machinery of the Helena and the
Nashville for $200 per ton—a difference of $286 per ton as com-
pared with the cost of building the Monigomery. In 1895 the
%rﬂgon cost $610 per ton; but the same contracting parties were

illing to build the new Maine for $404 per ton, and the Wiscon-
sin for $393 per ton. The contract for building the Virginia was
given to the Newport News Company at 84':’2})&1- ton. same
company built the Kearsarge the Kent ;{ at $817 per ton—
a difference ofoveramﬂliondollmonaag:ﬁeahip.

When yon come to compare the cost of ding ships you will
see that they vary under many conditions. I take it that the cost
of building ships in Government yards now can not be estimated
by what it cost in 1888,

Again, in regard to the building of the Maine and the Texas,
Constructor Bowles testified that many things which he had to
have in the navy-yard were bought {y the Government and
charged to the Texas. I remember that as to one piece of ma-
chinery he was asked where it was charged, and he said it was
charged to the Texas. He was then asked where that machinery
was now, and he answered: * It is still in the navy-yard and do-
ing good work.”” It is unfair to fake the cost of building the
Texas in 1888 as an indication of what it would cost to build such
a vessel at the present time.

A great deal has been said by the gentleman from Illinois in
regard to the agitation for this matter having been stirred np by
the Chamber of Commerce of Vallejo, Cal. I remind the gentle-
man that this agitation for the building of ships in our navy-
yards did not originate with that chamber of commerce. I will
remind him that two years ago when there was a minority re-

port filed from the Committee on Naval Affairs one of the con-
tentions was that while the Government had these vast and valu-
able navy-yards it onght to utilize them by building some of its
ships in them.

In regard to these cards of the Vallejo Chamber of Commerce
which have been sent out, and which the chairman of the com-
mittee has so vigorously attacked, I did not expect to say anything
about them. So far as I know, they contain a great deal of in-
formation and a great many facts. Inone of the hearings before
the Committee on Naval Affairs, Mr. O'Connell, who is the head
of one of the labor organizations, was asked by one of the mem-
bers of the committee whether the statements made in these cards
were correct. He said * Yes.” He was then asked, ‘“How do
you know?" And he replied, ** Because I have examined the re-

ris at the Navy Department, and I know the statements made

n those cards fo be true.””

Mr. Chairman, that was the time to deny the correctness of
those statements; that was the time when Admiral Bowles or any-
one else desiring to deny those statements of fact could have sent
his denial to the committee, without waiting until this bill was
called np for consideration in the House, and then, for the first
time, sending here written statements which have been seen by
no one but the chairman of the committee, certainly not by the
full committee,

Mr, Chairman, it is admitted by the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. Foss] that three years ago Admiral Bowles, who was then
constructor, advocated the building of ships in the navy-yards,
and he says of course constructors favor the building of ships in
navy-yarg: It seems to me this is rather an unnecessary reflec-
tion npon Admiral Bowles. I ml%lgﬁs well say, ‘‘ Of course,
since he has been elevated to the official family of the Secretary.
of the Navy and become the head of the Bureau, that he par-
takes, without reasons for his change of opinion, of the views and
opinions of the other chiefs of the bureaus.”” But, sir, I do not
charge that Admiral Bowles has changed his opinion simply be-
cause he is elevated to the position at the head of the Bureau,
and I insist upon it that his opinion as constructor is as valuable
as his present opinion at the head of the Bureau.

Mr. Chairman, in addition to his testimony, while he was a
constructor and the head of one of the navy-yards, I would refer
briefly to his testimony before the Naval Committee since he has
been at the head of the Bureau of Construction and Repair, and I
state that in that testimony he again recommends the building of
ships in the navy-yards. Admiral Bowles was asked by the gen-

tleman from West Virginia [Mr. Daytox] if the building of a
small vessel in the mvy-yn.rc{n, asa pmcﬁ]cal test, would not be
sufficient. He replied:

I do not think any such test would amount to anything. I think thereisa
pretty good evidence of the questiona . I believe that if this Govern-
ment finds it necessary and desirable to build ships in the navy-yardsasa
matter of ice that we ean do it as economically and ‘as well as
it can be done by contract—

Now, this is the opinion of Admiral Bowles since he has been
at the Navy Department—
but we must be free from any embarrassment in the way of leaves of ab-
Benee., Asa ‘Foof of it I will say it is regularly done now in the English
dockyards. They are building now a little more t.heriy ever have, and
gl:;{rh are keeping the cost down lower than the contract price in t-hg private

Now, one reason given by the gentleman from Illinois for the
fact, as he stated, that England could build ships in her navy-
yards cheaper than she co by private contracts, and that we
could not do so, was that there the price in the navy- was
less than it was in the contractor’s yard. I donet know as to
these facts, but as I understand it the law here is that instead of
the price in the navy- being from 30 to 40 per cent higher,
it requires the m of the navy-yard to be ganged by what it is
in the neighbor . Asa matter of fact, the price paid mechan-
ics at Norfolk is less than the price paid at Brooklyn Navy-Yard,
and the reason is that the price paid to mechanics outside of the
navy-yard in New York is greater than that paid them in Nor-
folk. There is no reason why they should be greater. Admiral
Bowles again says, in response to a question by Mr. TAYLER:

Could you repair with more economy if you were constructing?

Admiral BowrLes. Yes,

In other words, we would gain not only in the building of the
vessels, but we would save money in the repairing of them.

‘When you say that, you mean you would get a larger force and keep them
constantly at work?

Admiral BowLEs. Yes.

This testimony is emphatically that it is to the interest of this
Government to %‘u.ild at least a portion of cur ships in the navy-
yards. Another witness relied upon to some extent by those who
opgoee the building of ships in the navy-yards was Admiral
O’Neil, who, I believe, a few years ago was opposed to navy-yard
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construction, but when he was asked by the committee what his
opinion now was, he replied, the question being by Mr. DAYTON:

There is one other ?ueation I would like to ask you. Ithink you were in-
terrogated a couple of years ago as to the wisdom of building ships in the
navy-yards or by private contracts.

Admiral O'NEIL. Yes.,

Mr. DAYTON. Have ﬁou changed getm‘r views in regard to that?

Admiral O'NEiL. 1 don't remember what I said on that occasion. There
used to be :dpmvislon in the naval appropriation bill that if, when the bids
were opened, the Secretary found they could not be advantadgmualy let, he
was authorized to build one or more vessels at the navy-yards. That, how-
ever, was afterwards taken out of the bill. There is no doubt that the last
time they got together on bids.

From this it seems the admiral is of the opinion that the con-
tractors got together, made a combination, that they took the
contracts for the battle ships and armored cruisers, costing from
six to seven millions each, and divided them among themselves—
no competitions in such a case to protect the Government:

The CHAITRMAN. It cost you a good deal to build them in the navy-yards?

Admiral O'NEIL. Yes; I'think they can build ships now in the navy-yards
as cheap as outside, because there is no question of profit; thereisno guestion
of interest on the investment, which is a great feature in private work. On
the other hand, the&lhewe not the money incentive to eri?edite work, which
incentive exists in the case of the private shipbuilder. No navy-yard could
dﬁ?n to-day any worse than half of the private shipbuilders on the question of

e.

Again the chairman says:
Would we é::i have to spend a good deal of time to get the navy-yards

Tt O N
A 1 O°'NEiL. No; the New York Navy-Yard can build a ship now.
Mr. DAYTON. We have to run the risk of carrying our own insurance?
Admiral O'NEIL. Yes.
Mr. DAYTOR. We have to run the risk of the finished product being a fail-
ure instead of a success?
Admiral O'NEIL. Yes. "
* Mr, DAYTON. And we have to be governed by the eight-hour labor law?
Admiral O'NEeIL. Yes; but that is getting pretty close to outside concerns
now, with the laboring organizations and all that.
Mr. DAYTON. They run ten hours, I think. And on the question of the fin-
ished px.joduct, you think that the products of the navy-yards would be just
as ?

dmiral O'NE1L. Yes; I think we wonld get a better product. It may cost
& little more, but it ought not to if the work is carried on conscientionsly.

Now, here is the opinion of Admiral O'Neil, who is one of the
most experienced chiefs in the Navy Department, stating that the
product will be better; that we can do as well or better in the
matter of time, and that we can build as cheaply in the navy-yards
as we can outside. I say the preponderance of the evidence in
favor of the building Government ships in the navy-yards is
overwhelming., In addition to this, we have the testimony of
(onstructor Stahl, of the Norfork yard; of Constructor Baxter,
of the Boston yard, and of the representatives of all the labor
organizations in this country, without an exception.

Mr. MAYNARD. Constructor Stahl is stationed at the New-
port News Shigbnilding and Dry Dock Company, where the
Government is building some ships.

Mr. RIXEY. Gentlemen insist that we are not in condition
in the navy-yards to build ships. If we are mnot, then it is the
fault of the people who have had charge of these yards. During
the past year, as I understand it, we appropriated $10,000,000 to
keep these yards in order. These yards have each cost us an
average of i{'om 7,000,000 to $10,000,000. Now, I read from an
advertisement of one of the contractors, who has the contracts for
building two battle ships, the New Jersey and the Rhode Island;
one cruiser, the Des Moines, and two to o-boat destroyers.
Let us see what is the value of his plant. have his advertise-
ment here. It first quotes from a communication by Benjamin
Brooks in the Transcript, made a part of the advertisement:

i i s ngest, and m
'bugy{g‘t.l g‘l?g, hcglggidi‘thgnAtnﬁgr;m%m&ig - Eﬁmﬁ?e rate alé(lvhi(fg
things under its inspiring influence can be made to happen, and see how trul
robust and promising auf‘%ﬁ% is E. ﬁl{:iﬁlgﬂﬁ;ﬂfw p]:;nlg_.o rr?]rztig :Indsr its guid-
aniet: %%3“3@3"{#51& ha.ze been going on—the building of ships and

the installing of & plant to build them. Logically, the plant should come first,
of eourse, but as a matter of fact the two enterprises have been carried on
so side by side and intermingled that the ships, durm;g the confusion, have
INAD: a(g somehow to come out ahead. This is most distinetly an American
way of doing things—to start at nothing, to keep moving at all hazard, and
decide upon conveniences and methods afterwards.

No even-minded European could ever ;tnmceed in such a manner, yet the
scheme is a good one, economical, and not without foresight.

This distinetly American spur-of-the-mc t way of getting a great plant
together is one of the principal reasons for our being so many years ahead
of the rest of the mechanical world,

There is at present outstanding $1,000,000 of mferrad stock and $1,000,000
of common stock issued against a plant which cost §1,500,000.

This plant, which is only twenty-two months old, costing a
million and a half dollars, located at Fore River, Quincy, Mass.,
has contracts from the Government for the building of two battle
ships, one cruiser, and two torpedo-boat destroyers. If this plant,
twenty-two months old, with its million and a half capital, can

build all these great ships at one and the same time, do not tell me
that the New York Nm—Yard, with its plant valued at $20,000,000;
, with a plant valued at $6,000,000; the

the Norfolk Navy-Y.

Mare Island Navy-Yard, valued at about the same amount, and
the Boston Navy-Yard, valued at about the same amount, can
not build them.

I say that if these shipbuilding concerns all over the country
can build them and build them upon a profit, surely this (Govern-
ment, with its navy-yards all paid for and in complete order and
kept so for the pu of repairing ships, surely this Govern-
ment, I say, can build its own ships in its navy-yards at less cost
than can be done outside.

Mr. RICHARDSON of Tennessee. Has this Government ever
built a first-class battle ship at any of its navy-yards?

Mr. RIXEY. It built the Teras at Norfolk and the Maine at
Brooklyn. :

Mr. MAYNARD. The Texas was a second-class battle ship.

Mr. RIXEY. The Tewras was a second-class battle ship.

Mr. MAYNARD. They have never tried to build a first-class
battle ship at a Government navy-yard.

Mr. RIXEY. The testimony is overwhelming that they can do
it. Now,Ibelieve thereis no difference of opinion as to the ability
of this Government to build its ships. As to the advisability of
it there may be some little difference of opinion.

I have read what Admiral Bowles said when he was a con-

structor. I have read what he stated when he was called before
the Naval Committee, giving it as his opinion that we ought to
build at least a portion of the ships in the navy-yards; and it was
further stated, either by ‘Admiral Bowles or some one else, that
England builds the majority of her ships in her navy-yards; that
France is building 50 per cent of hers, and that Russia is making
an effort to build all of hers in her navy-yards.
‘When the Secretar{ of the Navy was heard before the Naval
Committee on the 19th of April, just before he went out of office,
he gave it as his opinion that ships ought not to be built in the
Government navy- : and it may be due to the fact of the op-
position of the late Secretary of the Navy that the whole Navy
Department has for years been opposed to the building of any
ships in the Government navy-yards. When he was before the
committee, and after Admiral Bowles had already been heard, the
Secretary stated that he desired to file certain statements of
Admiral Bowles,

In these letters—two to the Secretary of the Navy and two ad-
dressed to the gentleman from West Virginia [Mr. DayroN]—
Admiral Bowles gives it as his opinion that it will cost 25 per
cent more to build vessels in the Government yards than it will
to build them in the contractors’ yards. Against this belated
statement of Admiral Bowles, which comes in without any call
on the part of the Navy Committee, and after he has twice testi-
fied—against that we place the testimony of every constructor
who was called by the Naval Committee. In addition to that, I
desire to give the opinion of Admiral Hichborn; and I take it that
the House will agree with me that there has never been a better
informed head of the Bureau of Construction and Repair than
Admiral Hichborn.

In his last annual report to the Secretary of the Navy, which
was sent to the House, he strongly advocates building ships in
navy-yards. This was just before he left the Bureau. His rec-
ommendation is as follows:

Much has been said both in favor of and against the building of vessels in
the navy-yards. The p made in the improvement of yard plants and
the ever-increasing need for a permanent skilled force rmdi for and capable
of at all times taking up repairs of any character which the growth in
“matériel " of the Navy entalls makes it desirable that the question should
be given careful consideration,

ere is at the present time, in view of the prosperouscondition of the ship-
huildinéindustry&nd the number of naval vessels building and appropriated
for, sutficient work to permit the assignment of a portion of the building
work to the Government ¥y thout there being a question of the with-
drawal or withholdi.ngnof necessary support and assistance through work
given out to a private industry, the maintenance of which in a high state of
efficiency is uestionably of national importance. These conditions make
it possible to eliminate from the discussion any guestions of policy except
such as affect economy and efﬂcienciy.

It has been the history of all the iron and steel navies in existence to-day
that the building of the vessels was at first entirely confided to private in-
dustry, and that the existence of the nucleus of a steel fleet made it neces-
eary that the governments who were their owners should themselves pro-
vide for re{;ai.rin,g these vessels: and that, having provided the necessary
plant for this purpose, the provision for the maintenance of the equally nec-
essary though vastly more difficult thing to attain, viz, efficient working
organization and adequate efficient personnel, forced them to undertake in
their navy-yards a portion of the new building work.

Then, he says, England is building in her navy-yards 8 battle
ships and 5 armored cruisers; France is building in her navy-
yards 3 battle ships and 10 armored cruisers; Germany is build-
ing in her navy-yards 3 battle ships and 1 armored cruiser; Rus-
sia is building in her navy-yards 8 battle ships and 1 armored
cruiser.

He goes on:

Inthe case of many of the Eu n nations—for example, Denmark and
Holland, maintaining smaller navies—so strongly is this necessity for a per-
manent, efficient navy-yard personnel felt tﬁat practically all the naval
building work undertaken by them is carried out at their navy-yards.
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‘What they have done and are doing is mentioned here solely to emphasize
the fact that the unanimous testimony of experience has and is t the
execntion of a certain amount of building work at the chief Government
yards is necessary to the maintenance of such navy-yard staffs as a complete
and efficient naval organization requires; and that, whatever disadvantages
such a course entails, they are more than compensated for in the end. Itis
believed that we have reached that stage in a naval development—still con-
siderably behind our national development—which forces upon us serious
consideration of this step which other naval powers have found necessary
and g&:pedll;ient At the outset the disadvantages to be labored under will be
CONS10erabio.

Time and experience will do much toward the alleviation or, possibly, the
entire removal of many of these. While under existing conditions, in the case
of the first vessels buiﬂ, in our navy-yards it may be expected that the cost

not be greatly different from—may even 1vm somewhat ter than
for—the same work executed contract in the private shipyards, the
Burean believes that such a course once entered upon would demonstrate its
desirability and practicability in an increased efficiency and economy in
naval administration, regarded as a whole, without interference with a ju-
dicious policy of such Government encouragement of the shipbuilding in-
dustry as will keep the greatest number of establishments ina position to
undertake and execute promptly any naval work which may be required.

Mr. Chairman, it seems to me the time has come to commence
building ships in the navy-yards. The contractors are now build-
ing for the Government 59 ships. Twenty-seven of these ships

ill cost $117,000,000. All of these 59 ships are at present given
out to contract, and Admiral O'Neil testifies that they will not
be ready for delivery to the Government for two or three years.
‘Why can not we at this time, when the private yards already
have 59 of the Government ships, costing probably as much as
$150,000,000, why can not we build the 4 great ships authorized
by this bill in the navy-{ards of this country?

The testimony taken by the Naval Committee shows that the
nayy-yards of this country are running not over one-half of their
capacity; that when a ship comes in for repair they employ men,
and when the ship is finished those men are discharged. They
have difficulty in keeping up the force in the navy-yards. Letus
give the 4 principal yards in this country the 2 battle ships and
2 armored cruisers authorized in this bill, and let us give them
something to do, to give them continuous work, and I take it that
not only will the repair work be done in a more satisfactory man-
ner, but I believe these battle ships and armored cruisers will be
the pride of this country and equal to anything that the ship-
building yards have ever constructed. [Loud applause.]

_Mr, FOSS. Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee do now

rise.

The motion was agreed to.

The committee accordingly rose; and the Speaker having re-
sumed the chair, Mr. SHERMAN, chairman of the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that
committee had had under consideration the bill H. R. 14046 and
had come to no resolution thereon.

COMMITTEE RESIGNATIONS.

The SPEAKER laid before the House the following communi-
cations; which were read:
HousE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D. C., May —, 1902.
The BPEAKER OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
DxEAR SIR: I hereby resign my position as a member of the Committee on

Foreign Affairs.
g%urs. respectfully, FRED, H. GILLETT.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, D, C., May 9, 1902,
Hon. DAVID B. HENDERSON
Speaker of the House of Representatives,
My DEAR Brg: I have the honor to herehi:esig-n my position as a mem-
ber ol.'v_the Commiﬂglil on the Revision of the Laws.
ery respec ¥, yours,
: MARLIN E. OLMSTED.

HoUsE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washingion, D, C., May 8, 1902.

The SPEAKER OF THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.

My DEAR S1R: I have the honor hereby toresign m; ition as A membe
of the Committee on Banking and Cnrrégcy. R %

Very respectfully, your obedient servant,
ADIN B. CAPRON.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, these several requests will

be granted. The Chair hears no objection.

COMMITTEE ASSIGNMENTS.

Thtg SPEAKER announced the following committee assign-
ments:

Foreign Affairs—Mr. CAPRON, of Rhode Island.

Insular Affairs—Mr, OLMSTED, of Pennsylvania.

Naval Affairs—Mr. LESSLER, of New York.

Banking and Currency—Mr. Moss, of Kentucky.

Revision of the Laws—Mr. TIRRELL, of Massachusetts.
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ENROLLED BILLS REFERRED.,

The SPEAKER announced his signature to enrolled bills of the
following titles:

S. R. 74. Joint resolution relating to publications of the Geo-
logical Survey;

5. 5736, An act for the relief of the French West Indies;

S. 2036. An act granting an increase of pension to Etta Adair
Anderson;

S. 182, An act granting a pension to Mary F. Zollinger;

S. 2330, An act granting a pension to Rebecca Coppinger;

S. 288. An act granting an increase of pension to De Witt C.
Bennett;

S. 500. An act granting a pension to Samuel S. Beaver;

S. 1305. An act for the relief of Mrs. Arivella D. Meeker;

8. 2632. An act to amend an act entitled ‘“An act granting to
the Clearwater Valley Railroad Company a right of way through
the Nez Perces Indian land in Idaho; ™

8. 1593. An act granting an increase of pension to Eben C.
Winslow;

S. 2461. An act granting an increase of pension to George
McDowell;

S. 2347. An act granting an increase of pension to Alfred M.
Wheeler;

8. 2755.

S. 8279.

S. 4004,
Nelson;

S. 8331

An act granting a pension to Ruth H. Ferguson;
An act granting a pension to John Coolen;
An act granting an increase of pension to Thomas L.

An act granting a pension to Ada V. Park;

Hsﬁ 3999. An act granting an increase of pension to Emma S.
anna;

5. 4238. An act granting an increase of pension fo Philo F.
Englesby;
E(? 4256. An act granting an increase of pension to Henry W.

ens;

S. 4293. An act granting an increase of pension to Elizabeth C.
Vincent;

S. 4455. An act granting an increase of pension to Hallowell
Goddard;
" S. 4506. An act granting an increase of pension to Ann E. Col-

er;

8..4865. An act granting an increase of pension to Joseph D.
Hazzard;

5. 4979, An act granting an increase of pension to Paul Fuchs;

S. 4992. An act to provide an American register for the bark
Otto Geldemeister;

HS. 5204, An act granting an increage of pension to William F,
orn; '

S. 5337. An act granting an increase of pension to Maretta L.
Adams; and

S. 4455. An act granting an increase of pension to Hallowell
Goddard.

SENATE BILLS REFERRED.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, Senate billand joint resolution of
the following titles were taken from the Speaker’s table and re-
ferred to their approg;iate committees as indicated below:

S. 5785. An act to fix the compensation of criers and bailiffs in
the United States courts—to the Committee on the Judiciary.

8. R. 98. Joint resolution appropriating the sum of $500,000,
including the $200,000 already appropriated, for the relief of the
French West Indies and St. Vincent—to the Committee on Ap-
propriations.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE.

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted to Mr.
DEeEMER, for remainder of the week, on account of important
business.

. Mr. FOSS. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do now ad-
journ.

The motion was agreed to; and accordingly (at 4 o’clock and 56
minutes p. m.) the House adjourned.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND

RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, bills and resolutions of the follow-
ing titles were severally reported from committees, delivered to
the Clerk, and refe to the several Calendars therein named,
as follows:

Mr. RICHARDSON of Alabama, from the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce, to which was referred the bill of the
Senate (8. 4777) to authorize the Nashville Terminal Company to
construct a bridge across the Cumberland River, in Dav‘ids;on
County, Tenn., reported the same without amendment, accompa-
nied by a report (No. 2018«,{2;11-Which said bill and report were re-
ferred to the House Calendar,
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Mr. DAVIS of Florida, from the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce, to which was referred the bill of the House
(H. R. 1092) ﬁ;anﬁug the right of way to the Alafia, Manatee and
Gulf Coast Railway Company through the United States light-
hounse and military reservations on Gasparilla Island, in the State
of Florida, reported the same without amendment, accompanied
by a report (No. 2019); which said bill and report were referred
to the (!)ommttee of the Whole House on the state of the Union,

Mr. HULL, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to which
was referred the bill of the Hounse (H. R. 18725) providing for the
selection and retirement of medical officers in the Army, reported
the same without amendment, accompanied by a report (No.
20‘.30); which said bill and report were referred to the Honse Cal-
endar,

REPORT-S OF COMMITTEES ON PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 2 of Rule XIII, private bills and resolutions of the
following titles were severally reported from committees, deliv-
ered to the Clerk, and referred to the Committee of the Whole
House, as follows:

Mr. SHERMAN, from the Committee on Interstate and For-
eign Commerce, to which was referred the bill of the Senate (S.
8360) for the promotion of First Lieut. Joseph M. Simms,
S oRind B & et (Mo 1901 rhizh el BEY At macrs
com a report (No. ; which said bill and repo
were referre-? to the Private Calendar.

Mr, KLEBERG, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 14221) granting
an increase of pension to Nancy J. McArthur, reported the same
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1992); which
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. GIBSON, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 11339) granting
a pension to Aungustus Blount, rted the same with amend-
ments, accompanied by a report (No. 1993); which said bill and

rt were referred to the Private Calendar.

r. SAMUEL W. SMITH, from the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 11453)
granting a pension to Catharine Freeman, reported the same with
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1994); which said bill
and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. HOLLIDAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 11865) tﬁanting
an increase of pension to John A. Robertson, reported same
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1995); which
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. CALDER%)ZEAD, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions,
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 12424) granting
an increase of pension to Wallace K. May, reported the same with
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1996); which said bill
and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. GIBSON, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to which
was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 12632) granting an in-
crease of pension to Bailey O. Bowden, reported the same with
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 1997); which said bill
and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. DEEMER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 14052) tLil'(:mting
an increase of pension to (hogu Fusselman, reported same
with amendment, accompanied by a relgglrt (ﬁo. 1998); which
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr, MIERS of Indiana, from the Committee on Invalid Pen-
slons, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 13227)
granting a pension to Elizabeth J. Emr‘%reported the same with
amendments, accompanied by a report (No. 1999); which said bill
and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. ERG, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 3768) grauting
an increase of pension to John W. Campbell, reported the same
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2000); which
said bill and rt were referred to the Private Calendar,

Mr. DARRAGH., from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 5205) granting
an increase of pension to Hiram 8. Leffingwell, reported the same
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2001); which
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. CALDERHEAD, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions,
to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 6991) grant-
ing an increase of pension to Esek B. Chandler, reported the same
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2002); which
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. MIERS of Indiana, from the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 8146)

granting an increase of pension to Thomas M. Owens, reported
the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2003);
which said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar,

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH, from the Committee on Invalid
Pensions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R.
5446) granting a pension to James M. Travis, reported the same
with amendment, accompanied by a relggrt (No. 2004); which
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. DARRAGH, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 9710) granting
an increase of pension to Elizabeth J. Eagon, repo the same
with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2005) ; which said
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. KLEBERG, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 8770) granting
a pension to J. E. Dickey, reported the same with amendments,
accampanied by a re (No. 2006); which said bill and report
were referred to the Private Calendar,

Mr. DEEMER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 8780) granting
an increase of pension fto Pierson L. Shick, re the same
with amendments, accompanied by a report (No. 2007); which
said bill and re were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. DARRAGH. from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 12009) granting
an increase of pension to George Baker, r the same with
amendments, accompanied by a report (No. 2008); which said bill
and re%)rt were referred fo the Private Calendar.

Mr. DEEMER, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to
which was referred the bill of the House (H, R. 12019) granting
an increase of pension to William Lowe. reported the same with
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2009); which said bill
and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

_He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill of the House (H. R. 14087) granting a pension to Lizzie Dun-
lt:l[g, reported the same with amendment, accomtpamed by a report
{No. 2010); which said bill and report were referred to the Pri-
vate Calendar.

Mr. KLEBERG, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 14144) granting
an increase of pension to Fanmie S. Cross, reported the same with
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2011); which said bill
and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. HOLLIDAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to
which was referred the bill of the House (H. R. 10174) granting
a pension to Jennie M. Harris, rted the same with amend-
ments, accompanied by a report (No. 2012); which said bill and
report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. SAMUEL W. SMITH, from the Committee on Invalid
Pensions, to which was referred the bill of the House (H. R.
11250) granting an increase of pension to Arthur L. Currie, re-
ported the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No.
2013); which said bill and report were referred to the Private
Calendar.

Mr. DARRAGH, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 1797) granting an
increase of pension to Benjamin Russell, re the same with-
out amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2014); which said
bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. MIERS of Indiana, from the Committee on Invalid Pen-

1 sions, to which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 8858) grant-

ing an increase of pension to Jesse H. Hubbard, re the same
withont amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2015); which
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. HOLLIDAY, from the Committee on Invalid Pensions, to
which was referred the bill of the Senate (S. 5371) granting an
increase of pension to Jonathan O, Thompson, reported the same
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 2016); which
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

Mr. DICK, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to which
was referred the bill of the Senate (8. 2921) to place Henry Bie-
derbick, Julius R. Frederick, Francis Long, and Maurice Connell
on the retired list of enlisted men of the Army, reported the same
without amendment, aceomfpanjed by a report (No. 2017); which
said bill and report were referred to the Private Calendar.

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORTIALS.

Under clause 3 of Rule XXTI, bills, resolutions, and memorials
gf 1i-.he following titles were infroduced and severally referred, as
ollows:
By Mr. FLOOD: A bill (H. R. 14382) to purchase the McLean
property and other property at Appomattox, in the State of Vir-
ginia—to the Committee on Military Affairs

By Mr. RODEY: A bill (H. R. 14383) to validate certain acts
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of the legislative assembly of the Territory of New Mexico with
reference to the issuance of certain bonds—to the Committee on
the Territories.

By Mr. SKILES: A bill (H. R. 14384) providing for a life-sav-
ing station at the mouth of Black River, at or near the city of
Lorain, Lorain County, in the State of Ohio, and for life-saving
crew, and so forth—to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Cominerce.

By Mr. WHEELER: A bill (H. R. 14385) to extend to the city
of Paducah the operation of an act entitled ‘“An act to amend an
act approved June 10, 1880, governing the immediate transporta-
tion of dutiable merchandise without appraisement’’—to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. McCLEARY: A bill (H. R. 14888) to establish a fish-
hatching and fish station in the State of Minnesota—to the Com-
mittee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. BABCOCK: A bill (H. R. 14387) to provide for the

ing and closing of alleys and the opening of minor streets in
District of Columbia, and for other purposes—to the Com-
mittee on the District of Columbia.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions of
;hlel following titles were introduced and severally referred as

ollows:

By Mr. BELL: A bill (H. R. 14388) granting an increase of

ion to Graham McClosson—to the Committee on Invalid

‘ensions.

By Mr. BRUNDIDGE: A bill (H. R. 14389) for the relief of
the heirs of Joel S. Calvert—to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 14390) gnmﬁng an increase of pension to
George W. Johnson—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. COUSINS: A bill (H. R. 14391) granting anincrease of
pension to Edward Walsh—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. EDDY: A bill (H. R. 14392) for the relief of the estate
of Ramsay Crooks—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a (H. R. 14393) for the relief of Ramsay Crooks—to
the Committee on Indian Affairs.

By Mr. GROSVENOR: A bill (H. R. 14394) granting pensions
to Mahala J. Binckley and Minnie A, Binckley—to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions.

Also, abill (H. R. 14395) granting a pension to William Powell—
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. HAUGEN: A bill (H. R. 14396) granting a pension to
Robert Lappin—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a (H. R. 14397) granting an increase of pension to
George Hill—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. HOLLIDAY: A bill (H, R. 14398) granting an increase
of pension to David M. Shopstangh—to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. LONG: A bill (H. R. 14399) granting an increase of
pension to William L. Gerard—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-

ons.

By Mr. MUDD: A bill (H. R. 14400) granting an increase of
pension to Edward Davidson—to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

By Mr. NEVIN: A bill (H. R. 14401) granting an increase of
pension to Charles H. Leaman—to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 14402) granting an increase of ion to
Alfred W. Morley—to the ittee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. PRINCE: A bill (H. R. 14403) granting a pension to
John A. Griffin—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. PUGSLEY: A bill (H. R. 14404) for the relief of Theo-
dore Teed, his heirs, legal representatives, or assigns—to the Com-
mittee on Claims,

Also, a bill (H. R. 14405) for the relief of Henry Moore—to the
Committee on Claims.

By Mr. ROBINSON of Nebraska: A bill (H. R. 14406) grant-
ing an increase of pension to Charles F. Eiseley—to the Commit-
tee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. SKILES: A bill (H. R. 14407) granting a pension to
May Jennings Bunn—to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. TONGUE: A bill (H. R. 14408) granting a pension to
Benjamin McKee—to the Committea on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. WILLIAMS of Illinois: A bill (H. R. 14409) to remove
the charge of desertion from William A. Emerson—to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clanse 1 of Rule XXII, the following petitions and papers
were laid on the Clerk’s desk and referred as follows:

By Mr. ADAMS: Resolutions of Buffalo (N. Y.) Merchants’
Exchange, approving the reorganization of the consular service—

to the ittee on Foreign Affairs

By Mr. BEIDLER: Resolutions of United Trades and Labor
Conncil of Cuyahoga County, Cleveland, Ohio, urging the use of
local sandstone in the comnstruction of new Federal building at
Clevelza:;d, Ohio—to the Committee on Public Buildings and
Grounds. ;

Also, resolutions of Columbus, Ohio, Credit Men's Association
in regard to the bankruptcy law—to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. COOPER of Texas: Resolution of Port Arthur Labor-
ers’ Building Association, for more rigid restriction of immigra-
tion—to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization.

By Mr. CREAMER: Resolutions of Bricklayers’ General Exec-
utive Board of Greater New York, favoring the passage of House
bill 6279, to increase the pay of letter carriers—to the Committee
on the Post-Office and Post-Roads.

By Mr. GRAHAM: Resolutions of Engineers’ Society of West-
ern Pennsylvania, in favor of the metric system—to the Commit-
tee on Coinage. Weights, and Measures.

By Mr. HANBURY: Resolutions of Iron Trades Council of
San Francisco, Cal., and the Republican Club of Brooklyn, N. Y.,
urging the construction of Government vessels in navy-yards—to
the Committee on Naval Affairs,

Also, papers to accompany House bill 12283, for the relief of
Christian Easserer—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, resolutions of Seventh assembly district and Sixteenth as-
sembly district Republican clubs of Brooklyn, N. Y.; Women's
Republican Association of New York, and Storekeepers’ Union
No. 1, of New York, indorsing House bill 6279, to increase the pay
%f letter carriers—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-

Also, resolutions of Seventh assembly district Republican Club
of Brooklyn, N. Y., urging the passage of House bill 7930, to
regulate the hours of labor of post-office clerks—to the Commit-
tee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads.

By Mr. HEMENWAY: Resolutions of United Mine Workers'
Unions of Princeton and Evansville, Ind., favoring the restriction
of the mm;imtaon of cheap labor from the south and east of
Europe—to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization.

By Mr. HOWELL: Petition of German Liquor Dealers’ Asso-
ciation, of Trenton, N. J., in favor of House bills 178 and 179, re-
ducing the tax on distilled spirits—to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. KERN: Resolutions of Zealous Lodge, No. 217, Locomo-
tive Firemen, of East St. Louis, I1l., favoring the irrigation bill
as amended by the Senate—to the Committee on Irrigation of
Arid Lands.

Algo, resolutions of John D. Miley Camp, No. 20, Service Men
in the Spanish War, of Belleville, I1l., favoring the Bell bill, al-
lowing travel pay to volunteers from Manila, P. 1., to San Fran-
cisco, Cal.—to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, resolutions of United Mine Workers' Union No. 750, of
Lynn Station, 1L, favoring an educational qualification for im-
migrants—to the Committee on Immigration and Naturalization.

By Mr, LINDSAY: Petition of Iron Trade Council of San Fran-
cisco, Cal., favoring the construction of war vessels in the United
States m?ﬁds—to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

By Mr, LEFIELD: Petition of C. W. Hanscom and other
citizens of Bath, Me., for repeal of the duties on beef, veal, mut-
ton, and pork—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. LONG: Protest of M. A. Webb and other citizens of
%Emw, Kans., against House bill 6578, known as the parcels-post

ill—to the Committee on the Post-Office and Post-Roads.

Also, petition of citizens of Newton, Kans., against the con-
struction of a Pacific cable—to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreiﬁ Commerce.

By Mr. MAHONEY: Petitions of Singers’ Society of the Holy
Trinity and Casimir Jagiellonczyk Society, of Chicago, TIll., fa-
voring ths erection of a statue to thelate Brigadier-General Count
P i at Washington—to the Committee on the Library.
By Mr. MORRIS: Petitions of Post No. 40, of Sauk Center;
Post No. 128, of Duluth; Post No. 2, of Anoka; Post No. 30, of
Brainerd; Post No. 147, of Park Rapids; Post No. 52, of Monti-
cello; Post No. 134, of St. Cloud, and Stanard Post, No. 161, De-
grtmant of Minnesota, Grand Army of the Republic, favoring

ouse bill 3067, relating to pensions—to the Committee on Inva-
lid Pensions.

Also, resolution of Polish National Alliance Society, of Duluth,
Minn., favoring the erection of a statue to the late Brigadier-
:(Li;tl}lera.l' Count Pulaski at Washington—to the Committee on the

Tary.

Also, resolutions of Itasca Lodge, No. 401, Brotherhood of Lo-
comotive Firemen, Two Harbors, Minn., and Tailors’ Union No.
97, of Duluth, Minn., favoring an educational restriction on im-
;gigmtion—to the Committee on Immigration and Naturaliza-

on.
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By Mr. OLMSTED: Petition of numerous voters of Steelton.
Pa., urging the passage of Senate bill 1890, the per diem pension
bill—to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, petition of General E. O. C. Ord Circle, No. 20, Ladies of
the Grand Army of the Republic, of Harrisburg, Pa., favoring a
bill g}-oviding pensions to certain officers and men in the Army
and Navy of the United States when 50 years of age and over,
and increasing widows’ pensions to $12 per month—to the Com-
mittee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. RICHARDSON of Alabama: Petition of R. W. Shaw,
of Cherokee County, Ala., for reference of war claim to the Court
of Claims—to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. RUSSELL: Petition of the National Association of Re-
tail Druggists, urging the immediate reduction of the internal-
revenue tax on alcohol to 70 cents a gallon—to the Committee on
‘Ways and Means,

By Mr. SHOWALTER: Petitions of 1,800 citizens of Newcastle,
800 citizens of Euclid and West Liberty, and numerous churches
in Lawrence County, Pa., for an amendment to the Constitution
ld);e.venting polygamous marriages—to the Committee on the Ju-

ciary.

By Mr. SKILES: Papers to accompany House bill granting a
pension to May E. Bunn, widow of Maj. George B. Bunn, de-
ceased—to the Committee on Pensions. .

Also, petition of A. W. James and others, of Morrow County,
Ohio, for the passage of a service pension bill—to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. SULZER: Resolutions of Musicians’ Mutual Benefit
Association No. 41, of New York City, in favor of the proaned in-
crease of pay of letter carriers—to the Committee on the Post-
Office and Post-Roads.

Also, petition of Daniel E. Ryan and other citizens of New
York City, for the repeal of the tariff on beef, veal, mutton, and
pork—to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. TRIMBLE: Petitions of numerous citizens of Fayette
County, Ky.. and vicinity, in favor of House bills 178 and 179,
for the repeal of the tax on distilled spirits—to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

SENATE.
WEDNESDAY, May 1}, 1902,

Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. W. H. MiLBURN, D. D.

The Secretary proceeded to read the Journal of yesterday's pro-
ceedings, when, on request of Mr. ELKINS, and by unanimous con-
sent, the further reading was dispensed with.

The PRESIDENT protempore. TheJournal, without objection,
will stand approved.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS,

Mr. SCOTT presented a petition of New River Division, No.
140, Order of Railway Conductors, of Hinton, W. Va., praying
for the passage of the so-called Hoar anti-injunction bill, to limit
the meaning of the word ** conspiracy '’ and the use of *‘ restrain-
ing orders and injunctions in certain cases; which was ordered
to lie on the table.

Mr. FOSTER of Washington presented a petition of the Ma-
rine Engineers’ Beneficial Association, of Seattle, Wash., praying
for the enactment of legislation authorizing the granting of pen-
sions tocertain officers and enlisted men of the Life-Saving Service
of the United States, etc.; which was referred to the Committee
on Pensions. .

He also presented petitions of Lodge No. 403, Brotherhood of
Railroad Trainmen, of Tacoma; of Mount Tacoma Division, No.
249, Order of Railway Conductors, of Tacoma, and of Puget
Sound , No. 196, Brotherhood of i Trainmen, of
Seattle, all in the State of Washington, praying for the passage
of the so-called Hoar anti-injunction bill to limit the meaning of
the word * conspiracy ”’ and the use of *‘ restraining orders and
injunctions’ in certain cases, and remonstrating against the pas-
sage of any substitute therefor; which were ordered to lie on the
table.

Mr. PLATT of New York presented a petition of the Merchants’
Exchange of Buffalo, N. Y., praying for the enactment of legis-
lation to reorganize the consular service; which was ordered to
lie on the table.

He also presented a petition of Local Division No. 167, Order of
Railway Conductors, of Oswego, N. Y., praying for the passage
of the so-called Hoar anti-injunction bill to limit the meaning of
the word *‘ conspiracy’ and the use of ‘‘ restraining orders and
injunctions *’ in certain cases, and remonstrating against the pas-
sage of any substitute therefor; which was ordered to lie on the
table.

He also presented a petition of the Iron Trades Council of San

Francisco, Cal., praying for the enactment of legislation author-
izing the construction of war vessels in the navy-yards of the
(f:o_rmtry; which was referred to the Committee on Naval Af-
airs.

Mr. HARRIS presented the petition of C. Hoffman & Son, of
Enterprise, Kans., and a petition of the Kelley Milling Company,
of Kansas City, Mo., praying for the adoption of certain reci-
procity treaties; which were referred to the Committee on For-
eign Relations. -

r. WETMORE presented a petition of Local Division No. 870,
Order of Railway Conductors, of Providence, R. L., pra ying for
the passage of the so-called Hoar anti-injunction bill, to ]}imlt the
meaning of the word ** conspiracy '’ and the use of * restraining
orders and injunctions’ in certain cases, and remonstrating
against the passage of any substitute therefor; which was or-
dered to lie on the table.

He also presented a petition of J. C. Nichols Post, No. 19, De-
ljartment of Rhode Island, Grand Army of the Republic, of Rock-

and, R. I., praying for the enactment of legislation providing
gnsions to certain officers and men in the Army and Navy of the

nited States when 50 years of age and over and increasing the
pensions of widows of soldiers to $12 per month; which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Pensions.

He also presented a memorial of Printing Pressmen and As-
sistants’ Local Union No. 114, American Federation of Labor, of
Providence, R. I., remonstrating against the adoption of certain
amendments to the copyright law; which was referred to the
Committee on Patents.

Mr. WELLINGTON presented a petition of Patapsco L i
No. 432, Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen, of Baltimore, Md.,
praying for the passage of the so-called Hoar anti-injunction bill,
to limit the meaning of the word * conspiracy’” and the use of
“restraining orders and injunctions” in certain cases, and re-
monstrating against the passage of any substitute therefor; which
was ordered to lie on the table.

Mr. MITCHELL (1)';resented a petition of the Central Labor
Council of Astoria, Oreg., praying for the enactment of legisla-
tion providing an educational test for immigrants to this coun-
try; which was referred to the Committee on Immigration.

Mr. FATRBANKS presented the petition of G. B. Baird, of
Shelbyville, Ind., and the petition of D. W. Edwards, of Indian-
apolis, Ind., praying for the enactment of legislation providin
for the improvement of the post exchanges; which were referre
to the Committee on Military Affairs.

He also presented the petition of Charles F. Holler, of South
Bend, Ind., and the petition of J. C. Martin, of New York City,
N. Y., praying for the enactment of legislation to prohibit the
sale of intoxicating liquors in immigrant stations; which were
referred to the Committee on Immigration.

He also presented a petition of the Sterling Remedy Company,
of Kramer, Ind., praying for the adoption of an amendment to
section 4 of the act of June 13, 1898, making appropriation for the
postal service, relative to second, third, and fourth class mail
matter; which was referred to the Committee on Post-Offices and
Post-Roads.

He also presented Petiﬁons of Dr. Moses H. Waters and sundry
other physicians, of James P. Stunkard and sundry other at-
torneys, of Barker & Walsh and sundry other liquor dealers, of
E. H. Bindley & Co. and sundry other wholesale druggists, and
of C. W. West & Co. and sundry other retail druggists, all of
Terre Haute, in the State of Indiana, praying for the adoption of
an amendment to the internal-revenue law relative to the tax on
distilled spirits; which were referred to the Committee on
Finance.

Mr. PLATT of Connecticut presented a petition of Still River
Lodge. No. 493, Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen. of Dan-
bury, Conn., ]Eraying for the passage of the so-called Hoar anti-
injunction bill to limit the meaning of the word ‘* conspiracy”
and the use of *‘restraining orders and injunctions’ in certain °
cases, and remonstrating against the passage of any substitute
therefor; which was ordered to lie on tEe table.

He also fpresented a petition of Grand Division, Sons of Tem-
perance, of Connecticut, praying for an increase of the allowance
for rations to the soldiers in the Army; which was referred to
the Committee on Military Affairs.

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Bridgeport,
Fairfield, and Stratford, all in the State of Connecticut, praying
for the appointment of a commission to inquire into the condition
of the colored people of the country; which was referred to the
Committee on Eduncation and Labor.

Mr. CULLOM presented a petition of Lincoln Division No. 208,
Order of Railway Conductors, of Springfield, I1l., and a petition
of Local Division No. 886, Order of Railway Conductors, of East
St. Louis, I11., praying for the passage of the so-called Hoar anti-
injunction bill, to limit the meaning of the word ‘‘ conspiracy”’
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